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Current Topics. 
The Attacks on the Attorney-General. 

WE ARE glad that Sir EpwarRp CLARKE took advantage of the 
annual meeting of the Barristers’ Benevolent Association to 
express the opinion of the profession with regard to the attacks 
made upon the Attorney-General in connection with the Marconi 
inquiry. We have already recorded our own opinion of the 
matter by saying that these are attacks to which Sir Rurus 
Isaacs had “quite innocently exposed himself by a slight indis- 
cretion in the choice of his investments ” (p. 384), and this position, 
from which we see no reason to depart, is practically the same as 
that taken by Sir Epwarp CiarKe. The graver charges he 
repudiated with warmth. Only mistakes and, perhaps, imprud- 
ence remain, The circumstances under which the Committee 
has conducted the inquiry’are no doubt difficult—much more 
difficult than the inquity itself—~and we have no desire to antici- 
pate its findings or comment on its proceedings. But it has long 
passed the stage when any question of personal honour was 
involved. 


The New Rules for Poor Litigants. 


Tue R.8. C. with respect to proceedings by and against poor 
persons, which we printed recently in their draft form (ante, 
p. 376), have now been issued as substantive rules. No material 
alteration has been made in the text of the rules, but the 
numbering bas been varied, and the form of application for 
admittance as a poor person has been removed from the rules to 
the appendix. The new rules replace Ord. 16, Part IV. rr. 22 
to 31, the rules beyond 31 in the new set being numberod 31 A, 
B, C, and D, and the expression “ poor person” is substituted 
for “ pauper. 


The Poor Man’s Lawyer. 


AT THE same time that the above rules are promulgated the 
Council of the Law Society, in pursuance of the policy recently 
announced by the President, have taken steps to organize on a 
suitable footing the present means of assisting poor persons with 
advice as to asserting or defending their legal rights. Under 
the new rules, provision is made for reporting upon the merits 
of cases in the first instance, and, when a case is suitable, for 
securing the services of counsel and solicitor. The rules also 
contain the useful provision that, on the preliminary investigation, 
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the attendance of the opposite parties may be invited. The 
action taken by the Law Society will supplement the pro-isions 
of the rules. A conference of representatives of various societies 
concerned has been held, and a committee appointed to consider 
the matter and report to a further meeting to be held in July. 
In practice what appears to be necessary is the preparation of 
cases for submission to the reporters appointed und:r the rules, 
and the establishment of a fund to bear any necessary expenses. 


The Evidence before the King’s Bench 
Commission. 

Tue Krine’s Bench Commission have very usefully issued with 
their interim report the minutes of the evidence which has so far 
been taken before them. The evidence is of great interest, but 
space at present forbids our doing more than refer toit briefly. On 
the first day, the 23rd of January, Lord ALVERSTONE was before 
the commission, but unfortunately his illness prevented his 
appearing at the next sitting as arranged. “Tf,” he said, “1 
might be allowed in one sentence to summarize my evidence, we 
have been for ten years, all my time, working this division with 
too few judges.” That certainly puts the matter .in a nutshell, 
and the growth of arrears is not to be wondered at. At the 
same time the statements as to the arrangement of business 
shew the strenuous efforts which are made to utilize the available 
judicial strength, and Lord ALVERSTONE's evidence on the point 
is strongly reinforced by that of Master LAwForD, who has the 
management of the lists. The Lord Chief Justice, too, protests 
against the idea that time is wasted on circuit. Referring to the 
returns of circuit work he observed, “I prepared these returns 
because Lord WOLVERHAMPTON came to me one day and said, 
‘Do not you waste a great deal of time on circuit?’ 1 said, ‘No, 
we do not.’ He said, ‘I wish you would make that good,’ and I 
got a return out, and it has been kept up ever since ; and he 
thanked me afterwards for exposing a myth which he had always 
believed, though he was a leading solicitor.” 


The Retirement of Judges. 

Or CouRSsE it does not require a Royal Commission to discover 

that it would be absurd to compel judicial retirement at any 
such age as sixty or sixty-five, but the evidence on this point 
given by the Lord Chiet Justice and Mr. Justice PHILLIMORE 
18 full of interest. “I should certainly,” said the former, “ not 
retire a judge as long as he can do his work. I am quite satis- 
fied that the best years of the judges’ lives in my lifetime have 
been the last ten years of their work. You want to learn to be 
a judge. It is astonishingly difficult; a man may be a great 
lawyer and not a great judge, and a man may be a poor lawyer 
and yet be an excellent judge.” No doubt the first part of this 
statement is more correct than the last ; but facility in doing 
judicial work comes of practice, just as in any other work. And Sir 
WALTER PHILLIMORE was very emphatic as to the best judicial 
work being done late in life. Pressed to say whether judges 
should not be appointed between forty-five and fifty and retire 
in fifteon years he replied, “I think from fifty to fifty-five is 
about the right age to appoint a judge ;” and perhaps Sir WALTER 
is not alone in feeling that the power to work increases, within 
limits, with years. “As I have said more than once, the work 
I do is so hard that if I was a younger man I could not do it . . 
I believe that now-a-days the whole vitality of people is so 
enormously prolonged since we were children.” And being asked 
why different rules as to retirement should apply in the case of 
judges and other civil servants, he said, “I am afraid my only 
answer is that I think judges do very good work very often past 
seventy, and in many ways they mature ” Experience 
has shewn that up to seventy and past seventy judges have done 
very good work indeed I should agree that there are 
cases of disability ; but one man is old at sixty-five, and another 
man is not old at seventy-five.” 


The Futility of the Summons for Directions. 

It 18 difficult to summarize the important evidence given 
by Master T. WiLLes Curry. He brought out the fact, which 
for a long time has been becoming clear, that the summons for 
directions, though it started with fair promise, is practically of 
no use whatever. In the Chancery Division it was never any- 





thing more than a form ; and it is admitted to be so now in the 
King’s Bench Division. At the time, indeed, when the summons 
comes on for hearing, and the master is supposed to direct the 
whole future course of the action, the materials which wou'd 
enable this to be done are not in existence. And Master Cuitry 
expresses what is now a common view as to the uselessness 
of juries. “I think,” he says, “that in process of time we shall 
come toa state of things when trial by jury will be practically 
abolished.” As to work in chambers, he would do away with 
the judge in chambers, and give the work of supervising the 
King’s Bench masters to an intermediate official—a superior 
master. Another important suggestion, frequently made before in 
one form or another, but definitely pat forward by Master Cutty, 
is that there should be a standing secretary to the Rule Committee, 
charged with the duty of receiving suggestions from the masters 
and from practitioners, and bringing them before the Committee. 
“ Hundreds, if not thousands, of pounds could, I feel sure, be 
saved to the suitors annually if the many points of practice 
that constantly arise, and which are decided sometimes one way 
and sometimes the other without any record being kept to guide 
future cases, could be at once dealt with by the alteration of an 
existing rule or the making of a new one.” But with a view to 
the future, the most important of Master CuitTy’s recommenda- 
tions is one which has been frequently suggested in these 
columns :—“ I venture to think that the real remedy for the 
present state of things is the amalgamation of the High Court 
and the county courts into one, so as to make all the courts 
branches of one Supreme Court.” The establishment of the 
various grades of county court, district court and High Court, is, 
we imagine, beyond the scope of the commission, but we are glad 
to see the proposal put forward on such good authority. 


Increment Value Duty and Negative Values. 

Tue House of Lords (Zimes, 3rd inst.) have reversed the 
decision of the Court of Session in Inland Revenue Commissioners v. 
Herbert, and have held that the original assessable site value of 
land under the Finance Act, 1910, may be a negative quantity. 
To understand the case, it is necessary to refer to the series of 
values given in section 25 of the Act, but as these are now 
familiar we can put the matter shortly. The gross value (G) 
was £4,828. The next value required in practice is the divestea 
value (D) ; that is, the value of the land divested of buildings 
and trees, as described in section 25 (2); this is a value which 
the Act does not expressly name, and the omission complicates 
the matter; though ultimately divested value turns out to be 
identical with full site value. Thus, when we have got D, full 
site value (F) is defined as GG -(G-D), thatis D. In the present 
case 1) was £508, and consequeatly G — D was £4,320. Deducting 
this from G or £4,828, we get, of course, £508 ayain ; but now 
it is F. In point of fact we do not want F at all, but only 
G-—D or £4,320. Then we go to total value (T), and this is 
got by deducting fixed charges or burdens (B) on the land 
from gross value. In the present case there was a feu duty 
or perpetual rent-charge, the capitalized values of which was 
£1,053, so that T wasG — B, or £4,828 — £1,053 = £3,775. 
Now we are ready to go to original assessable site value and 
this is T — (G@-D); that is £3,775 — £4,320. Thus we arrive 
at the negative quantity, £545. Following out the scheme of 
the Act in this way, it 1s not easy to see what relation the final 
figure has to site value at all or any other value. But if we 
re-arrange the calculation the matter becomes easy. Assessable 
sie value = T —-(G—D)=G—B—(G—D)=G-—B-G 
+D-=+D-B. This brings us back to divested value (£508), 
which is real site value, and we see that the negative result 
arises from the fact that the feu duty (£1,053), is deducted 
before the working site value for the purpose of the Act is arrived 
at. In other words, when the Act refers to site value, it does 
not mean the value of the site in the ordinary acceptation. It 
means so much of the value of the site as remains to the pro- 
prietor after he has satisfied the fixed burdens on the land. 


Notional Site Values. 

THE ABOVE explanation shews that, though the operation of the 
Act departs from the popular view of site value, yet the decision 
in the present case follows naturally from the scheme of valuation. 
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The House of Lords has not held that site value or, which is 
the same thing, divested value, can be in practice a negative 
quantity. In the present case it was the substantial sum of 
£508. But it has held that if a capitalized burden, such as a feu 
duty, exceeds the site value, then the notional site value intro- 
duced for the purpose of the Act becomes negative. And when 
‘once it is realized that the statutory site value is merely 
notional, there is no reason why it should not be negative as 
well as positive. We doubt whether the analogy of negative 
temperatures, which the Lord Chancellor introduced, is relevant. 
We get negative temperatures because the zero point on the 
thermometer has been arbitrarily fixed, not at the coldest point, 
but much above it. We get negative site values, because the 
Legislature plays with something which is notsite value at all, 
but a residue left after deducting the value of outstanding 
rights from site value. Of courso, while the buildings are on the 
land the property will probably bave a positive value not with. 
standing the deduction; that is, the “total value” will be 
positive. In the present case it was £3,775. And the owner 
of the rentcharge is then fully secured. But the buildings may 
have so little value as to leave even this sum negative, and in 
that case it appears that the property is valueless to the owner. 
Granting, then, that assessable site value is not the actual site 
value (£508), but £508- £1,053, there is a possibility of 
imposing an I.V.D. when there is an increase in the actual site 
value, say, to £708. The notional site value is still negative 
(£708 — £1,053), but it is £200 less negative than before, and 
there has been an increase both in actual and notional site value. 
But whether it is fair to tax site value which, in the hands of 
the owner, is reduced by a fixed burden to a minus quantity, is 
another matter, and while the House of Lords, which included 
Lord MOULTON, has shewn itself good at mathematics, we incline 
to the common-sense view of the Court of Session, which pre- 
ferred plain fact. 


Statutory Contracts. 


THE GROWING tendency of the Legislature to interfere in 
industrial relationships by defining the admissible terms of 
industrial contracts between employer and workman sometimes 
leads to unforeseen consequences. An interesting illustration 
of this is to be found in Thompson v. Nelson (Limited) (Times, 
April 8th). A ship’s steward, who by virtue of section 742 of 
the Merchant Shipping Act, 1894, is a seaman for the purposes 
of the Act, had signed the usual statutory agreement required 
under sections 113 and 114, and this agreement stated his wages 
as being £10 a month. He took proceedings in the City of 
London Court against the shipowners, his action being framed 
as one to recover “wages” due to him. But he was not suing 
for the sum of £10 which appeared in the statutory agree- 
ment ; he was suing for a commission, or extra payment in lieu 
of commission, upon sales effected by him in the course of his 
duties as steward. This sum be claimed on the basis of a 
verbal agreement made by the superintending steward on 
behalf of the company. Now, the alleged additional agree- 
ment was proved to the satisfacticn of the jury who tried the 
case ; but they had also to consider whether the agreement was 
that this sum should be part of the steward’s “wages,” or a 
“bonus” independent of them and not coming within the 
meaning of the term “wages.” They found that it was 
“wages,” probably because the seaman was suing for “ wages,” 
and the Divisional Court, on appeal, was bound by this finding of 
fact on the part of the jury. They had, therefore, to treat the 
commission, or payment in lieu thereof, as being part of the 
seaman’s wages—not an additional bonus. Had it been the 
latter, then it would have been an independent agreement out- 
side that relating to his engagement as one of the ship's 
company, and, therefore, not falling within the statute. But 
since the moneys claimed were “wages,” they ought to have 
been entered in the signed agreement. The latter is conclusive 
evidence (in the absence of fraud justifying rectification) of 
what is the enforceable bargain between the parties as to the 
quantum of “ wage,” and hence the additional sum claimed as 
“wages” was irrecoverable. This unforeseen result ought to be 
borne in mind by the draftsman who frames the next Minimum 





Wage or Truck Act, as obviously the principle implied in the 
decision may have a far-reaching effect on statutory agreements 
of all kinds. 


The Costs of Licensing Justices. 


IN Attorney-General v. Thomson and Others (Times, 6th inst.), 
Mr. Justice Scrutron had to apply to novel circum- 
stances an old principle of law. The defendants were a 
compensation authority (i.¢., Licensing Justices in Quarter 
Sessions) who had directed payment out of the compensation 
fund of certain costs incurred by them in previous proceedings. 
One of their number had been guilty of judicial action, which, in 
the opinion of the Court of Appeal, shewed bias, and consequently 
a writ of prohibition had been issued, quashing the order of the 
compensation authority in a licensing case to which he had been 
a party. The justices had incurred the costs in question by 
opposing this writ, and the Attorney-General claimed in the 
present action a declaration that the payment of such costs out 
of the compensation fund was wifra vires and ought to be 
restrained. Now section 21 (5) of the Licensing Consolidation 
Act, 1910, expressly enacts that “ any expenses incurred by the 
compensation authority . . . in the exercise of their powers or the 
performance of their duties as compensation authority, shall be 
paid out of the compensation fund.” The short point, therefore, 
is just this. Was the expense of defending a writ of prohibition 
seeking to quash one of their judicial orders on the ground of 
bias, an expense incurred either “in the exercise of their 
powers as compensation authority,” or “in the performance of 
their duty” as such? Clearly, not in the exercise of their 
powers as compensation authority, for those only relate to the 
determination of certain licensing matters at certain licensing 
sessions. But could it be part of their duty to defend the 
legality of their own decision? The rule on the point was laid 
down quite a century ago by Lord Chief Justice KENYON in Rex 
v. Essex Inhabitants (4 Term Rep. 591), in the following words : 
‘* Whenever a duty is imposed on a county, and where costs 
incidentally and necessarily arise in questioning the propriety of 
acts done to enforce that duty, the magistrates, who have the 
superintendence over the county purse have necessarily a right to 
defray such expenses out of the county stock.” In that case the 
costs were incurred in questioning the validity of acts which 
affected a public duty ; here they were incurred in upholding the 
validity of such acts; but the principle must be the same in both 
cases. Moreover, it is generally recognized that where a charter 
or statute confers rights on corporations or on public authori- 
ties, a power to employ their funds in the bond fide and reason- 
able defence of such rights must be implied in the absence of 
express words conferring it (Sir GORGE JESSEL, in Altorney- 
General v. Brecon Corporatign, 10 Ch. D. 204). lither of these 
cases would seem to shew that the justices in quarter sessions, 
provided they acted bond fide and reasonably in defending the 
validity of their judicial acts, were engaged in the perfor 
mance of their public duty in so doing, and therefore entitled 
to an indemnity as to their costs out of the compensation fund, 
and Mr. Justice ScruTToN took that view. The reasonableness 
of their action in opposing the writ of prohibition was, indeed, 
sufficiently evidenced by the fact that the Divisional Court had 
decided it in their favour, and so had one out of the three judges 
in the Court of Appeal, 


Dismissal of Servant for Illness Causing Dis- 
ability. 

ACTIONS FOR wrongful dismissal are common enough in this 
country, and are equally well known in France. By Article 1780 
of the Code, as modified by the law of the 28th of December,1890, 
when the services of a person have been engaged without any 
arrangement as to the length of time for which they are hired, 
the engagement is always terminable at the will of one of the 
contracting parties. Nevertheless the fact that one of the 
parties alone has rescinded the contract may give rise to an action 
for damages. The court, in fixing the amount of the indemnity 
it should order the other party to pay, bas in each case to 
consider the customary method of termination of contracts, the 
nature of the services the servant was engaged to fulfi!, and 
generally all the circumstances which go to show that damage 








494 THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & 








WEEKLY REPORTER. May 10, 1913. 








has been suffered, and the extent of the same. In the Sixth 
Supplementary Chamber of the Tribunal of the Seine BARBIER, 
an employee of the Railway Companies of the State, claimed 
10,000 francs damages for his dismissal on the ground of ill-health. 
The question would in England be decided by a jury, who, the late 
Lord BRAMWELL once said, always give their verdict for the ser- 
vant against the master. But in France it was decided by a bench 
of judges, who, after referring to the Code, held that there could be 
no action for damages for the termination of the contract of 
service except where it appeared that the employer had been 
guilty of an abuse of his right to the detriment of the employee. 
And there was no such abuse of the employer's rights where all 
that he had done was to dismiss a servant on account of illness, 
especially where the service was of a public nature, involving not 
merely the safety of the employee, but that of the passengers by 
railway. The action was accordingly dismissed. This decision 
appears to be founded on good sense, and is in accordance with 
Cuckson v. Stones (28 L. J. Q. B. 25), in which the Court of 
Queen’s Bench held that where an employee under a contract 
of service became, from paralysis or any other bodily illness, 
permanently incompetent to act in the performance of his duties, 
ihe employer might determine ths contract. 


The Costs and Charges of an Attorney-General. 

THE STATE of New York has an Attorney-General, and it would 
seem that there is a closer supervision over his expenses than 
is usual in the case of the English Crown officers. Quite recently 
a Bill came before the New York Legislature which made _pro- 
vision for the charges of the ex-district-attorney in resisting cer- 
tain writs of habeas corpus to secure the discharge of an alleged 
lunatic from the State Hospital for the Insane. The ex-district 
attorney had been engaged for the purpose by the Attorney- 
General, whose funds for the payment of special deputies were 
exhausted. The Governor, in giving his approval of the Bill, 
made the following observations: “This Bill is to compensate 
necessary special counsel employed by the Attorney-General 
and incidental expenses necessarily incurred on behalf of the 
State in opposing writs of habeas corpus. There is no doubt 
about the reasonableness of the charges nor their necessity. 
However, I am opposed to a Bill of this type of special legisla- 
tion, for the reason that a fund should be placed under the 
control of the Attorney-General of the State, sufficient and 
ample to meet this class of expenses. In such an event, it 
would be unnecessary to take up the time of the Legislature in 
considering such measures, and the large expense, which I am 
advised is imposed upon the State by the passage of a legislative 
Bill, would be saved.; I reluctantly give my approval to this Bil!.” 
The expenses of the English Crown officers were recently the 
subject of discussion in Parliament, but we have never heard of a 
separate Bill to authorize the payment of their costs and charges 
in a particular law-suit. 








Trials 2% Camera. 


Possibly the two matters of civil procedure about which the 
average busy practitioner knows least are the principles which 
govern the law relating to contempt of court and those which 
regulate the power of a High Court judge to order the trial in 
camera of any case before him. Indeed, with the exception of 
the celebrated Mr. OswaLp, K.C., who wrote a work upon the 
Law of Contempt, which has traditionally been regarded as bred 
from his great familiarity in practice with its subject matter, it 
may be doubted whether any eminent lawyer or judge has ever 
taken the trouble to master the law of “contempt ” ; and nothing 
could be vaguer than text-book assistance upon the legitimacy of 
trials in camera. It is, therefore, not very surprising that the 
House of Lords has taken exactly one term in whieh to consider 
its judgment in |the interesting case of Scott v. Scott (Times, 6th 
inst), which, almost by accident,t happened to raise all the most 
fundamental points in each of these large branches of adjective 
law. We will state briefly the facts of this leading case, as it 
must now be considered, and then comment shortly on the five 
important points for which it must be regarded as in greater or 
less degree an authoritative decision. 








Mrs. Scott brought a suit in the Divorce Court for a declaration 
that her marriage with the respondent was null and void, Mr, 
Justice BARGRAVE D&ANE a an order for the case, which 
raised a question requiring the evidence of medical experts as 
to the respondent’s physical powers, to be tried incamera. This 
was done, one wom 4 notes of the evidence being taken, and the 
decree prayed for was pronounced. Then the petitioner and her 
solicitor obtained three transcripts of those notes, and sent one 
copy each to the respondent's father, his sister, and a third party 
interested in the proceedings. The respondent moved for an 
order (1) to commit the petitioner and her solicitor for contempt, 
by virtue of their publication in this way of the evidence given 
at the trial, (2) for a perpetual injunction restraining them from 
disclosing the evidence given at the trial in camera, and (3) for 
discovery of the names, addresses, and other particulars relating 
to the three acts of publication referred to above. Mr. Justice 
BARGRAVE Deane held that there had been a contempt, but 
accepted an apology, and merely ordered the petitioner and her 
solicitor to pay costs. Upon their appeal against this order, the 
Court of Appeal declined jurisdiction on the ground that the 
contempt was “a judgment in a criminal cause or matter,” which 
is declared non-appealable by section 47 of the Judicature Act, 
1873. This decision the House of Lords has now reversed, both 
on !the preliminary objection and on the merits ; for instead of 
sending back the case to the Court of Appeal with a direction to 
hear and determine the question on its merits, the law-lords 
assumed seisin of the whole issue, and held that no contempt had 
been committed. 


In this decision there are involved, incidentally, at least five 
important points, either of substantive law or of procedure, and 
it will be convenient to enumerate these here before discussing 
each in some little detail. First, the order for trial in camera 
was not merely a mistaken exercise of discretion by Mr. Justice 
BARGRAVE DEANE, but one which he bad no jurisdiction at all 
to make. Secondly, breach of an order invalid for want of 
jurisdiction, but which still stands while awaiting the decision of 
a higher court, does not amount to contempt. Thirdly, such an 
order is not “ a judgment in a criminal cause or matter ” within the 
meaning of section 46 of the Judicature Act. Fourthly, when 
the Court of Appeal holds, on a preliminary objection, that it has 
no jurisdiction to hear an appeal and therefore dismisses it, the 
House of Lords, when it decides that the Court of Appeal has 
such jurisdiction, can then go on to determine the matter in 
dispute on its merits, without sending it back to the Court of 
Appeal to be tried out. Lastly, the Crown is entitled to 
intervene in a case of this sort on the ground of public interest, 
and direct counsel on its bebalf to oppose the appeal. Every 
one of these points is a practice point of great importance, and 
hitherto of extreme uncertainty. 


From the public and constitutional point of view the first of 
these points is easily the most important. The court most 
emphatically decided that primé facie every subject of the Crown 
has a right to have any suit in which he is concerned, whether 
civil or criminal, tried in open court. Only in exceptional cases 
can a trial in camera be ordered. Some of these exceptions are 
statutory, ¢.g., the jurisdiction to try in camera cases where a 
child is witness in a criminal prosecution for some offence against 
decency or morality (Children Act, 1908, s. 114), and the 
absolute rule that incest cases must be tried in camera (Punish- 
ment of Incest Act, 1908, s. 5). A second class of excep- 
tions, as to which all members of the House agreed, is that which 
arises where a “secret process” is the res litigiosa. A third 
class of exceptions arises where the jurisdiction of the court is 
parental or administrative, namely in the two allied cases of suits 
relating to infants and lunacy proceedings; for infants and 
lunaties are alike wards of the Lord Chancellor. Here, however, 
Lord SHAW partially disagreed with the view expressed by the 
Lord Chancellor and the other law-lords, being of opinion 
that in neither case could the infant or the lunatic be 
prohibited from publishing facts relating to himself, merely 
because they were elicited at a trial in camera. Beyond these 
three classes of exceptions, it would seem, no right to 
order a trial in camera exists. Prior to 1857 the old ecclesiastical 
courts undoubtedly exercised this jurisdiction in nullity suits, but 
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the Divorce Act, 1857, by section 46, replaced the mode of taking 
evidence by depositions, which prevailed in the ecclesiastical 
courts in nullity cases, by the common law method of vivd voce 
examination of witnesses; by so doing, the Lord Chancellor 
said, it let in the common law principle of procedure—namely, 
public trial in open court. No, doubt, of course, the parties may 
waive this right by consenting toa trial in camera. But the sweep- 
ing rule laid done by Sir FRANcts JEung, in D. v. D. (1903, P. 
144), that the Divorce Court has power to hear any suit it likes 
in aia, has now been expressly declared to be both “ histori- 
cally and legally indefensible.” And the principle laid down by 
the Lords would seem to destroy the right claimed by judges in 
other courts to try ix camera cases unsuitable for public bearing. 
It is only in the three classes of exceptions enumerated above that 
such an order can now be justified, and considerations of public 
decency do not appear to come within any of the three classes. 

But the case of Scott v. Scott, of course, was not disposed of by 
merely holding that the order made by Mr. Justice BARGRAVE 
DEANE was wrong. Many orders made by learned judges turn 
out upon appeal to be erroneous in law, or a mistaken exercise 
of judicial discretion, but this does not excuse a party who 
refuses to obey such order while it stands. Had the order of 
the learned judge been merely mistaken in either of those senses, 
breach of the order until reversed would undoubtedly have been 
acontempt. But the case would appear to be different when, as 
here, the judge had no jurisdiction to make the order complained 
of at all. Breach of an order which is outside the jurisdiction of 
the court which makes it would appear not to be a contempt, 
for the simple reason that such an order is void ab initio, and not 
merely subsequently invalidated by the decision of a higher court. 
But this distinction, important though it is, is rather implied 
than expressed in such part of the law-lords’ judgments as have 
been at present reported. 

The most important issue is whether or not an order committing 
parties in contempt under the ci:cumstances of such a case as Scott 
v. ‘Scott comes within the words “any judgment of the High 
Court in any criminal cause or matter,” in section 47 of the 
Judicature Act, 1873, so as to be non-appealable. Now that 
section was primarily ccncerned with the constitution of the 
Court of Criminal Cases Reserved; and the exclusion from the 
newly created Court of Appeal of any jurisdiction in cases 
which were within the province of that court. Probably, then, the 
words “criminal cause or matter ” were intended by the framers 
of the Judicature Act to refer only to proceedings commenced 
by indictment, information, inquisition, or presentment. But 
this strict interpretation was abandoned long ago, for Lord 
Esner held, in Ez parte Woodhall (20 Q. B. D., p. 835), that 
“these words should receive the widest interpretation. The 
intention was that no appeal to the Court of Appeal should lie in 
any ‘criminal matter’ in the widest sense of the term, the Court 
of Appeal being constituted for the purpose of hearing appeals in 
civil causes and matters.” Since that date two rival views have 
been taken of its scope. One view is that “criminal cause or 
matter ” includes all proceedings in which an order of imprison- 
ment may be made (Seaman v. Burley, 1896, 2 Q. B., at p. 347), 
provided the purpose of the order is penal and not remedial. 
Thus, where breach of an order is punished by attachment, if 
the order was made in the course of civil proceedings, the attach- 
ment is merely a form of civil process ; but where a person is 
attached for commenting on a case in such a way as to prejudice 
its fair trial, the attachment is penal : (’Shea v. O’Shea (15 P. D. 
305). In the former case an appeal would lie ; not so in the latter. 
The alternative view is that one must look rather to the object 
of the order disobeyed than to the character of the proceedings in 
connection with which it is made, in order to ascertain whether 
breach of it is civil or criminal contempt. If the order is intended 
toaid one of the parties in obtaining a correct decision of his case, 
it is merely a civil matter ; if it is intended to secure the ends of 
public justice or decency, it is a criminal matter. This view was 
the one taken by the Uourt of Appeal in the present case, and 





since a trial in camera, they considered, was intended to preserve 
public decency, breach of the order directing it must be a 
criminal contempt, The House of Lords, however, applied a third | 
and novel, but very reasonable principle. They looked at the; 


contents of the order prayed for. These included (1) a claim for 
an injunction, (2) a prayer for discovery. Neither of these is an 
appropriate part of a criminal judgment, and therefore the 
cause or matter could not be “ criminal.” 

With regard to the fourth point to which we have 
called attention, little is said in the judgments of the House 
to indicate its importance and its almost revolutionary 
chgracter. Much argument took place before the House of 
Lords as to whether or not, in the event of the preliminary 
objection taken below being overruled, the Lords should 
hear the case on its merits or send it back to be argued before the 
Court of Appeal. Certainly the latter seems the usual course. 
The Court of Appeal hold that they have no jurisdiction to hear 
an appeal and accordingly dismiss the appeal ; the House of 
Lords holds that the Court of Appeal has jurisdiction ; it would 
seem that the case should, in ordinary sequence, go back to the 
latter for determination. This procedure would have been very 
inconvenient, however, since, in fact, all the judges of the 
Court of Appeal had already expressed an opinion on the 
merits, althou, . that was not the ground of their decision. The 
views so expre.sed by the majority, moreover, were contrary to 
that entertained by the unanimous House of Lords, so that a 
re-hearing below would have been clearly abortive and useless. 
It is interesting to see that in these circumstances the House of 
Lords boldly took the course of dealing with and disposing of 
all the issues. 

The last point requiring to be noted is that before the House of 
Lords the Solicitor-General was allowed to appear for the Crown 
and argue against the appeal. This was done because the 
respondent did not attend the appeal, and therefore a matter of 
great importance was in danger of being argued only on one side. 
But, save on the assump'ion that the case really was a “ criminal 
cause or matter,” it is clear that the Crown had no locus standi 
to interfere. The decision of the Court of Appeal that it was a 
“criminal cause or matter” gave the Crown an interest and a 
right to appear, but only upon this preliminary objection. 
Once before the House of Lords to argue this objection, counsel 
for the Crown was permitted to discuss the merits as well, 
because a matter of great public interest might not otherwise be 
adequately discussed. Here again, this decision sets a novel 
precedent, which may turn out to be of considerable utility in 
future cases of a different kind. 








More About Mortgages by Demise. 
II. 


Power of attorney.—There is but little authority as to the 
effect of a power of attorney authorizing the mortgagee to assign 
the leasehold reversion retained by the mortgagor where the 
mortgage is made by demise. The reason apparently is that it 
is only of late years that it has been commonly employed. Mr. 
DAVIDSON, in the 2nd edition (published in 1881) of the Mortgage 
Volume of his Precedents, does not insert it in the ordinary mort- 
gage of leaseholds by demise, but he inserted it in a mortgage 
to a building society, with a note that it ee be useful. It 
will be found in the 2nd edition of K. & E. and in the 3rd 
edition of WoLSTENHOLMEF’s Precedents (both published in 1883), 
but it does not appear in PriDEAUX till the 17th edition (pub- 
lished in 1898). 

(Questions for consideration.—The following questions arise : (1) 
Can the power be revoked by the donor, i.¢c., the mortgagor ? 
(2) Is it revoked by his death or bankruptcy ? and (3) Can it be 
exercised by the assigns of the donee, i.e., of the mortgagee. 

Revocation of the power.—In Walsh v. Whitcombe (2 Esp. 565), 
Lord Kenyon said: “ There is a difference in cases as to 
powers of attorney: in general they are revocable from their 
nature ; but there are these exceptions: where a power is part 
of a security for money, there it is not revocable ; where a power 
of attorney was made to levy a fine as part of security, it was 
held not to be revocable; the principle is applicable to every 
case where a power of attorney is necessary to effect any security ; 
such is not revocable.” In modern language this amounts to 
saying that a power coupled with an interest is not revccable, 
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and it will be noticed that the power, when inserted in the 
mortgage, is “part of a security for money.” There is a risk of 
misunderstanding this language, owing to the word “ revocable ” 
being capable of being used in two different meanings. It may 
mean either “revocable bv the act of the donor,” or “ceasing to 
be exercisable owing to his death.” If the word is used in the 
first meaning, Lord KENyon’s propositions are absolutely correct, 
but if used in the second meaning the statement is probably 
incorrect, and it appears that, although the decisions as to the 
effect of an act done under a power after the death of the con- 
stituent are not quite consistent, an act done under the power 
after the death of the constituent is, generally speaking, invalid, 
except where it is protected by the provisions of the Conveyancing 
Acts of 1881 and 1882, hereinafter referred to. 

In order to understand the meaning of the proposition that a 
power of attorney coupled with an interest is not revoked by the 
donor's death, we must remember that such a power has two 
operations. First, it operates at law, and this operation is 
destroyed by the donor’s death on the ground that a dead man 
cannot act, and that, therefore,a man cannot do an act in his 
name: Co. Litt. 52a; Wallace v. Cook (5 Esp. 117); Watson 
v. King (4 Camp. 272); Coningham v. Plunkett (2 Y. & C. C. C. 
245). Secondly, the power has an equitable operation as a 
charge, and this operation is not destroyed by the donor's 
death : Spooner v. Sandilands (1 Y. & C. C, C. 390); Hatch v. 
Searles (2 Sm. & G. 147). 

In Watson y. King (supra), the principal having died before 
the act done, ELLENBOROUGH, C.J., said, “ A power coupled 
with an interest cannot be revoked by the person granting it, 
but is necessarily revoked by his death. How can a valid act 
be done in the name of a dead man?” It will be observed that 
his lordship took the same distinction that we have taken, 
between revocation by the donor and determination by his death, 
and it appears that the doctrine so laid down is correct. There is, 
however, a case (Kiddill v. Farnell, 3 Sm. & G. 428), where, 
owing to the words of the power, a transfer of stock made under 
a power after the death of the constituent was held valid: see 
also Perrson v. Amicable Assurance Office (27 Beay. 229). 

At the present day the doctrine is of less importance 
than it used to be By the Conveyancing Act, 1881, s. 47, a 
person making or doing any payment or act in good faith, 
pursuant to a power of attorney, is protected if, at the time of 
the payment or act, the constituent was dead, lunatic, of unsound 
mind, or bankrupt, or had revoked the power. These provisions 
apply only to acts and payments made after 1881. 

The Conveyancing Act, 1882, ss. 8 and 9, contains further provi 
sions as to powers of attorney executed after 1882. Section 8 
applies to powers given for value, and in the instrument creating 
them expressed to be irrevocable, and provides that, in favour of 
a purchaser, the power shall not be revoked at any time by any 
act done by the donor without the concurrence of the donee or 
by the death, &c., of the donor. Section 9 provides that, where a 
power of attorney, whether given for value or not, is in the 
instrument creating the power expressed to be irrevocable for a 
specified time, not exceeding one year from the date of the 
instrument, then in favour of a purchaser, the power shall not be 
revoked during that time by anything done by the donor without 
the consent of the donee or by the death, bankruptcy, &c., of 
the donor. ; 

The practical effect of these provisions is that a power of 
attorney expressed to be irrevocable, given to a mortgagee by the 
mortgagor in a mortgage deed, can be acted on, whether the 
mortgagor is dead, bankrupt, &c. 

Death of attorney.—The office of an attorney is not an estate 
or interest in property ; it does not, on the death of the attorney, 
devolve on his heir or personal representative. There is, how- 
ever, nothing to prevent the constituent from appointing another 
person to be his attorney on the death of the attorney originally 
appointed, and where “A, his executors or administrators,” is 
appointed the attorney, it is obvious, if we remember that no 
person can be the executor or administrator of a living person, that 
the appointment is really of A during his life and after his 
death of his executors or administrators. It may be argued that 


it is not possible to appoint as attorney a person who is not 


necessarily living at the time when the appointment is made; 
but it must be remembered that if this argument is valid, it applies 
equally to a person appointed as the eubdstitute by the original 
attorney. It may also be observed that the power of attorney, 
which was formerly always, and is still occasionally, inserted in 
a mortgage of a chose in action, was conferred on “the said A, 
his executors, administrators and assigns”: see 2 Dav. Prec., 
4th ed.; pt. 2, p. 725. 

Assigns cf attorney.—The case where the power extends to 
the “assigns” of the mortgagee presents some difficulties. It 
is difficult to see how a person can be an assign where he takes 
no interest in property, i¢, where he takes a naked power. 
Where, however, as in the present case, the power is given to 
the mortgagee and his assigns, the assigns mean the persons 
in whom for the time being the mortgage is vested, and 
it appears that they may exercise the power either as being the 
persons designated by the mortgagor or as the substitutes of 
the mortgagee—the original donee of the power. The power 
in the present case’is not a naked authority, but, even if it were, 
it could be delegated by express authority given by the 
constituent (Pailiser v. Ord, Bunbury’s Rep. 166), and it is difficult 
to see what could be the meaning of the word “ assigns ” unless 
it meant that they were to exercise the power. 

The result is that if the power is given to the “mortgagee, 
his executors, administrators and assigns” as in K. & E., or to 
“the mortgagee and the persons deriving title under him,” as in 
PRIDEAUX, it can be exercised by the assigns of the mortgagee, 
and these include his personal representatives. It is right to 
point out that some practitioners consider that tte power cannot 
be exercised by the “ assigns” of the mortgagee. 

Form of conveyance by mortgagee.-—A conveyance on sale by 
a mortgagee by demise may take either of the forms following : 

First.—The form usually adopted is to assign ‘the unexpired 
residue of the mortgage term,” and “such right or interest in the 
head term as the mortgagee is entitled to or has power to assign.” 
If this course is adopted, the only risk of the lease being forfeited 
by the act of the mortgagor is by his breaking one of the 
covenants or conditions in the Jease, for the breach of which 
relief cannot be given by the Court. The only covenants or 
conditions of this nature which can be broken by a person who 
is not in possession of the land, are covenants or conditions 
against assignment or under-letting, or against bankruptcy. It 
appears to follow that if the lease contains either of these 
provisions it will be proper to confer the legal estate in the 
head term on the purchaser. This may be done in either of the 
following methods :— 

Secendly.—The legal estate in the head term can be conferred 
on the purchaser by appointing some person as a new trustee of 
the term, and by vesting the term in bim by declaration and 
by his conveying it to the purchaser. As above pointed out, the 
appointment of the new trustee may be contained in the convey- 
ance itself or in aseparate deed. The conveyance will include an 
assignment by the mortgagee of the mortgage term, an assign- 











ment by the new trustee of the head term, and a declaration 
that they are to merge. 

Thirdly.—The legal estate in the head term can be made by an 
assignment by the mortgagee by his attorney. It is the practice 
not to make the mortgagor a party, but probably the theoretically 
more correct course is to follow the plan usually adopted in 
conveyances by attorney, and to make the mortgagor a party. 


W. E. 








Reviews. 
Chitty’s Statutes. 


Cuitty’s STatuTes or Practica, Utimiry. ARRANGED IN ALPHA- 
BETICAL AND CHRONOLOGICAL OrDER. W1iTH NoTEs AND INDEXES. 
Tue Srxtu Epitron. By W. H. Aces, M.A., LL.M., Barrister-at- 
Law. Vol. XIII. “ Sale of Goods” to “ Small Holdings.” Vol. XIV. 
“Societies” to “Theatre.” Sweet & Maxwell (Limited) ; Stevens 
& Sons (Limited). 

The first of these two volumes of the new edition of Chitty’s 
Statutes deals with Sale of Goods, Savings Bank, Settled Land, 





Sewers, Sheriffs and Shipping. Under “Sale of Goods ” only the 
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Act of 1893 is relevant, and the notes contain references to the 
old authorities on which the consolidating Act was founded, as well 
as to the later ones on the Act itself. Among the latter are such 
cases as Abbott v. Wolsey (1895, 2 Q. B. 97) on acceptance of goods, and 
Prested Lamp Co. v. Garner (1911, 1 K. B. 424) on contracts which 
require to be in writing, both as being for sale of gocds over £10, 
and as being more than a year in duration. An acceptance, which 
saves a verbal contract from the former requirement, leaves it still 
subject to the latter. The title “Settled Land” contains a useful 
collection of the Settled Land Acts, 1882 to 1890, with notes in 
which the cases appear to be very fully referred to. In particular, 
the practitioner who wishes to study the intricacies of compound 
settlements will find the numerous authorities well arranged in a note 
to p. 167, The bulk of the volume is occupied by Shipping, and this, 
of course, is due to the 746 sections, and the lengthy schedules, of the 
Merchant Shipping Act, 1894. 

The chief subjects in Vol. XIV. are Societies, Solicitors, and Stamps, 
the first being subdivided: into Building, Friendly, Industrial and 
Provident Literary and Scientific, and Loan Societies, and Trade 
Unions. So far as litigation is concerned building societies, save for 
the Birkbeck cases, seem to have been quiet lately, but there have 
been numerous important decisions in the past which are collected 
in the notes to the Building Societies Act, 1874, and the subsequert 
statutes. The section on Trade Unions is of more vital interest 
just now, and the practitioner will find it convenient to have the 
older statutes on the subject—the Trade Union Act, 1871, and the 
Conspiracy and Protection of Property Act, 1875, freshly annotated, 
and the Trade Disputes, Act, 1906, included ; and there is also now the 
Trade Unions Act, 1913, though this, of course, is not included in the 
volume. The titles Solicitors and Stamps are both well brought up 
to date, and the rapid progress with the edition will be welcome to 
practitioners, 





Books of the Week. 


Debentures.—A Treatise on the Law relating to Debentures 
and Debenture Stock. With Forms and Precedents. By Pau 
FREDERICK Stmonson, M.A. (Oxon.), Barrister-at-Law. Fourth 
Edition. Revised and largely Rewritten, Effingham Wilson ; 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 21s. 

Notaries,—Brooke’s Treatise on the Office and Practice of a 
Notary of England, with a Collection of Precedents. Seventh 
Edition. By James CransToun, Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited) ; The Carswell Co. (Limited), Toronto. 25s. 

Review.—The Law Magazine and Review, May, 1913. Jordan 
& Sons (Limited). 5s, 

Finance.—The People’s Money. A Brief Analysis of the Pre- 
sent Position in America. By Jonn W. ve Kay. Effingham 
Wilson. 

Shipping.—Pilotage Law. Being the Pilotage Act, 1913, with 
Introduction, Notes, and Appendices. By E. Atymer Dicey, 
Lieut. R.N. (Retired), Barrister-at-Law, and Sanrorp D, Cots, 
Solicitor. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited), 5s. net, 








Correspondence. 


Mortgages by Demise. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.]} 


Sir—I take up my pen to discuss the article “ Mortgages by 
Demise” in your issue of this week with diffidence, which is not 
lessened by the fact that I shrewdly suspect the initials at the end 
are those of Sir Howard Elphinstone himself, a past master in the 
creation and revision of conveyancing precedents. 

Is there not, however, some confusion in speaking of the last day 
of the head term as “the nominal reversion”? Is not “the nominal 
reversion,” in fact, the whole of the head term? “ Reversion,” accord- 
ing to Wharton’s Law Lexicon, is “that portion of an estate after 
the grant of a particular portion of it,” and an instance is given of 
the grant of an estate by the owner of the fee simple to A for life, 
leaving in the grantor “the reversion in fee simple.” Compare also 
on old devolution of rights clause in leases, now somewhat out of 
avour. 

Applying the same reasoning, the reversion left in a leaseholder- 
mortgagor under a mortgage by demise is the reversion in the whole 
of the head term, and whether one calls this reversion “nominal” or 
anything else in the trust clause or the power of attorney clause, 
surely it makes no difference to the fact that it is the reversion in the 
mortgagor which is the subject of this clause—that is, the original 
term vested in the mortgagor subject only to the sub-demise ! 

Given, therefore, the case of a lease for z years vested in A ; asub- 
demise for mortgage purposes to B for x years less a day, the mortgage 


the « years term) or the power of attorney clause to assign this nominal 
reversion ; bankruptcy of A ; disclaimer of the x term by A’s trustee in 
bankruptcy—is there really any difficulty in B making out a good 
title under his power of sale without obtaining a vesting order? I 
venture to suggest not, if the head landlord has not intervened, 
Assuming that B has got the power of attorney clause in the mort- 
gage deed, B is not only the legal holder of the sub-term with 
power to sell, but is also irrevocable attorney of A to assign the head 
term, appointed by A before A’s trustee’s title accrued. Under the 
diselaimer by A’s trustee, the head term is no doubt put an end to so 
far as A and A’s estate is concerned, but B’s rights are expressly pre- 
served by the statute and are not affected by the disclaimer, and he 
can sell, I submit, as fully and effectually as though no question of 
bankruptcy had arisen, and vest these two interests (that is, the head 
term and the sub-term) in the purchaser, who, taking the legal estate 
in both in himself and in the same right, acquires by the merger the 
whole of the head term without any sub-term. 

Of course, had the head landlord intervened before this transfer to 
the purchaser, the mortgagee, in order to preserve his rights, would no 
doubt have been put to the expense of taking a vesting order, but the 
purchaser cannot, I submit, ask for anything of the sort, and I take it 
that precisely similar results would arise if, instead of the power of 
attorney clause, the mortgage contained the trustee clause of the 
reversion with power to appoint a new trustee. 

On this point it may be of some interest to note the practice at 
the Land Registry with regard to registration of a transfer under 
circumstances such as last mentioned; a mortgage sub-demise of 
leaseholds, even for over forty years, as is well known, does not fall 
within the provision of the Acts, and cannot be and is not registered ; 
but a transfer of such a term and the nominal reversion vesting the 
whole term in the purchaser does, according to the practice of the 
registry, call for registration. Percy CLARKE. 

23, College-hill, E.C., May 2. 

We hope to obtain H. W. E.’s views on this criticism subsequently. 
—Ep, S.J.] 





Age of Judges on Appointment. 
[7'o the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—With reference to the age of judges on their appointment and 
the evidence given by the Lord Chief Justice—of which an abstract 
appeared in the 7’imes—it may interest your readers to know that 
Samuel Martin was born in 1801, was created a Q.C. in 1843, and on 
the 6th November, 1850, was appointed a Baron of the Exchequer 
(succeeding Rolfe, B., in that office), which office he held until 1874, 
when he retired ; and that Henry Manisty was born on the 13th 
December, 1808, became a Q.C. in 1857, and was appointed a Justice 
of the Queen’s Bench Division in November, 1876. Manisty, J., did 
not succeed Martin, B., and Martin, B., was seven years older than 
Manisty, J. 

It would appear from the above that the Lord Chief Justice’s 
memory was at fault, and I am surprised no member of the Commis- 
sion corrected him, or if he did, that the correction did not appear in 
the 7'imes. E. T. HARGRAVES. 

52, Coleman-st., London, May.?7. 

[The passage in the evidence of Lord Alverstone, to which Mr. 
Hargraves refers, is— Strangely enough Mr, Justice Manisty was 
appointed to succeed Baron Martin at the age at which Baron Martin 
was retiring (Minutes of Evidence, p. 13).—Eb. S.J.] 





Restriction of the “ Roll.” —French Lawyers. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.} 


Sir,—At the recent meeting of the Law Society, Mr. Charles Ford 
stated that the number of “Solicitors” in France is restricted. In 
speaking of French solicitors Mr. Ford was thinking perhaps of 
avoués, or possibly of notaires. Neither of these French practi- 
tioners is the exact counterpart of the English solicitor. The avoué 
is really a ministerial official concerned only with the formal 
proceedings and records in lit'gation, while the notaire is the con- 
veyancer as we understand him. These practitioners are not only 
speciaily limited in their functions, but restricted in their number, and 
in consequence the succession to the études of both is frequently a 
valuable asset. 

The general lawyers, as well as the advocates in France, are the 
avocats. They are not restricted in number, and their functions are as 
much those of the solicitor, as we understand him, as of the advocate. 
They are consulted and act directly in all legal matters generally 
(outside conveyancing), and they are concerned from the beginning 
to the end of legal business—even to and at the guillotine, as was 
illustrated recently, when two avocats saw their clients at daybreak 


just before their execution. 


Solicitors in London sometimes display on their windows the 
description “avoué,” evidently intending to convey to Frenchmen 
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prepared to advise or act for him, but the description “avocat” 
and “avocat consultant” are really those which carry more 
clearly and properly to a French mind the fact intended to be 
conveyed. HARVEY CLIFTON, 


CASES OF LAST SITTINGS. 
House of Lords. 


SCOTT (STHERWISE MORGAN AND ANOTHER) v. SCOTT. 
3rd, 4th, 7th, and llth April; 5th May. 


Hearine 1x CamMera—Hvuspanp AnD Wire—Nv .uity Surr—PvsLicaTIon 
br SHortHanp Nores or Evipence—Morion to Commit—RIGut oF 
APPEAL AGAINST ORDER TO PAY Costs oF Motion—‘‘ CRIMINAL Mat- 
TER ’’—Jupicature Act, 1873, s. 47. 

Except under very special circumstances an order cannot properly 
be made for hearing an action in camera. 

It is not a contempt of court, after an order to hear in camera has 
been made and the decree pronounced, to yublish privately to persons 
interested, detaila of the proceedings. 

On a motion by the respondent to commit the petitioner, in a nullity 
suit heard in camera, and her solicitor for contempt of court for 
circulating copies to three persons of the shorthand notes of the 
evidence given in camera, 

Bargrave Deane, J., Aeld that the petitioner and her solicitor had 
been quilty of contempt, but accepting their apology, he made no 
order on the motion ¢ ree pt that they should jointly and xs verally pey 
the coate, 

The full Court of Appeal (Vaughan Williams and Fletcher Moulton, 
L.JJ. dissenting) held (1) that it was a contempt, after an order to 
heor in camera, to publish details of the proceedings which could be 
punished by committal;and (2) that an order made in a motion to 
commit for such contempt was a judgment in a criminal matter, which, 
under section 47 of the Judicature Act, 1873, was unappralable. On 
appeal, 

Held, that the decision_of the majority of the Court of Appeal on 
hoth ground wae wrong and th appeal wee accordingly allowed. 








Appeal by Mrs. Annie Maria Scott (née Morgan) and her solicitor, 
Mr. Percy Braby (of the firm of Braby and Waller) against the 
judgment of the full Court of Appeal, which dismissed an appeal 
against a judgment of Bargrave Deane, J. The judgments below are 
1eported 56 Soricrrors’ Journav, 206; 1912, P. 4, and in the Court 
of Appeal, 56 Soticrrors’ Journar, 666; 1912, P. 241. 

Tue Hovse took time for consideration. 

Lord Havtpane, C., in the course of his judgment said that the 
question which they had now to decide necessitated consideration of 
the jurisdiction to hear in camera in nullity proceedings, and of the 
power of the judge to make an order which not only excluded the 
public from the hearing, but restrained the parties from afterwards 
making public the details of what took place. The Ecclesiastical 
Courts, in the exercise of their jurisdiction in nullity suits, prior to 
the Act of 1857, which established the Divorce Court, did from time 
to time direct the hearing to take place in camera. But in estimating 
the significance of this fact it was nec essary to remember that the 
procedure of these courts was very different from that of the High 
Court of Justice. Until shortly before the Divorce Court was set up 
it was not their practice to take evidence viva voce in open court. 
The evidence was taken in the form of depositions before Commis 
sioners, who conducted their proceedings in private. The effect of 
section 46 of the Divorce Act was substantially to put an end to the 
old procedure, and to enact that the new court was to conduct its 
business on the general prineiples as regards publicity which regulated 
the other courts of justice in this country. While the broad principle 
was that the courts of this country must, as between parties, adminis 
ter justice in public, this principle was subject to apparent exceptions. 
But the exceptions were themselves the outcome of a yet more funda- 
mental principle that the chief object of courts of justice must be to 
secure that justice was done. In the two cases of wards of courts and 
of lunatics the court was really sitting primarily to guard the interests 
of the ward or the lunatic. Its jurisdiction was in this respect parental 
and administrative, and the disposal of controverted questions was an 
incident only in the jurisdiction. It might often be necessary, in order 
to attain its primary object, that the court should exclude the public. 
The case of litigation as to a secret process, where the effect of 
publicity would be to destroy the subject matter, illustrated a class 
which stood on a different footing. There it might well be that justice 
could not be done at all if it had to be done in public. The facts before 
Bargrave Deane, J., fell short of what was requisite to justify de- 
parture from the principle which required the hearing, in all but 
exceptional cases of the class he had indicated, to take place in open 
court. He was therefore of opinion that the judgment of the Court 
of Appeal should be reversed and the order of Bargrave Deane, J., 
discharged, and that respondent should pay the costs here and in the 
courts below. 

Lord Hatssvry read a judgment, in which he said he entirely agreed 
with the judgment of the Lord Chancellor, and with the result he had 
arrived at. It was the right of every Englishman to have his case 
tried in open court. He had had the advantage of reading the judg- 


ment of Lord Shaw, and he entirely agreed with his view as to the 
powers which the old Ecclesiastical Courts had and those now exer. 
cised by the Judges of the Divorce Division. 

Lord Loresurn agreed with the view of the Lord Chancellor as to 
the doubt on the point taken in argument whether in ordinary cases in 
which nullity of marriage was sought the judge had any power to order 
the hearing to be in camera. Certainly in the present case thero was 
no special reason why such an order should have been made. 

Lord ATKINSON read a judgment expressing his concurrence in the 
views taken by the other members of the House. 

Lord SHaw, whose judgment was read by Lord Atkinson, said he 
was very glad to find that their lordships*were all agreed that the 
proceedings which led to the appeal in this case did not constitute a 
criminal cause or matter, and then that the order made by Bargrave 
Deane, J., as to costs was open to review. He examined exhaustively 
the practice of the old Ecclesiastical Courts, which before the Divorce 
Act dealt with matrimonial causes, and the conclusion he arrived at 
was that the practice of those courts was that, when it came to a 
question of evidence it was always taken in open court, and the de 
vision of the presiding judge who gave his reasons was invariably 
pronounced in public. He also said that if the decision of Bargrave 
Deane, J., affirmed as it had been by the Court of Appeal, stood, it 
struck at the root of the liberty of the subject, and ought certainly 
to be reversed. 

Sir J. Simon, S.-G. asked to be heard as to costs before the motion 
was put from the Woolsack. He submitted that in the circumstances 
the respondent should not be ordered to pay costs. He had been 
brought there to support the decision of the Court of Appeal on a point 
of practice and procedure, which was really a public, far more than 
a private matter. At one time in the proceedings, after the appeal 
to this House had been set down, there was a doubt whether the 
husband would appear by counsel, and it was felt that the questions 
raised were so important, involving as they did questions of practice 
and procedure, that it was deemed advisable that the Law Officers 
should be heard. The Attorney-General had sanctioned an application 
by the Treasury that counsel should be briefed and their fees paid by 
the Crown. He understood that the Incorporated Law Society had 
rendered assistance to the appellants in prosecuting the appeal. 

Lord Hatssury replied that the offer by the Treasury to pay 
counsels’ fees was, in his opinion, most proper in the circumstances. 
The judgment was one involving a question of the greatest importance 
to the public, and the parties should not be required to bear the 
cost of establishing an important principle of law. In moving that the 
appeal should be allowed with costs there and below, Lord Halsbury 
intimated that it was a case in which the Treasury might properly bear 
all the costs.—Counset, Sir Robert Finlay, K.C., Barnard, K.C., and 
William Willis, in support of the appeal ; Sir John Simon, 8.-G., Danc/ 
werts, K.C., and Bayford, for the respondents. Soricrrors : Brahy 
and Waller; The Treasury Solicitor. 

[Reported by Exsxine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Court of Appeal. 
ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. HORNER. No.1. 26th, 27th, and 28th Feb. ; 
Ist, 3rd to 8th, and 11th March; 14th April. 


Market—Francutse—RoyaL CHarTeR—Market Days—Overriow 
Into Apsorntnc Streets—PResuMPTION oF LAWFUL ORIGIN FOR 
Extension oF Ricut—Lost Grant—Totts Leviep FROM SELLERS AND 
Nor rrom’/Buyers—CommutTeD ToLis—REASONABLENESS. 


Where a market has originated in a grant by Royal Charter of a 
franchise limited to two days a week, and has also been held on Awo 
other days a week under another charter (afterwards held invalid), a 
lawful origin, whether by lost grant or otherwise, cannot be presumed 
for the extension of the market to and the taking of tolls on ever; 
week day. The market may lawfully overflow into the streets around 
and adjacent to the market square on the charter days, but any obstruc- 
tion caused to traffic on other days will be restrained by injunction 

Tolls are payable by the buyer and not the seller, but a_ contract 
between the market owner and any individual seller whereby the latter, 
in consideration of the payment of a lump sum, may sell goods toll 
free, is valid. Tolls must be reasonable, but need not be uniform, nor 
need a scale of tolls be published. 


Appeals from a judgment of Warrington, J. (10 L.G.R. 812). The 
action was brought by the Attorney-General at the relation of the Cor 
poration of the City of London against the defendant as lessee of 
Spitalfields Market, Commercial-street, E., under a lease for a term 0! 
eighty-four years from Michaelmas, 1882, at rents amounting to 
£5,000 a year, alleging that the market franchise was created by a 
charter given by Charles II., under which the defendant was entitled 
to hold a market for the sale of fruit and vegetables on every Thurs- 
day and Saturday only, that the defendant had held markets not only 
on those days, but every day of the week, including Sunday, and th:t 
the markets held on such days were unlawful. It was also alleged that 
the defendant had taken illegal tolls, viz., (1) tolls from sellers o: 
intending sellers of goods and not from buyers; (2) tolls in respect of 
goods, only samples of which entered the market; (3) tolls on gom!s 
merely exposed for sale and not sold, and had also demanded tolls of an 
unreasonable amount. Also that the defendant by carrying on an 
overflow market in the streets immediately adjoining the market pre 
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mises demised to him caused an illegal obstruction every day the market 
was held except on the charter days, Thursday and Saturday. The 
plaintiff claimed a series of declarations that the various acts of the 
defendant which were complained of were illegal, and injunctions to 
restrain him, his servants, and agents from holding markets on any 
days of the week but Thursday and Saturday, from demanding or 
taking illegal or unreasonable tolls, and from using certain of the 
neighbouring streets for the purposes of the market, and thereby caus- 
ing any obstruction to public traffic therein on any day but Thursday 
or Saturday. Amongst other defences the defendant claimed that he 
and his predecessors in title had as of right from beyond the time of 
living memory held a market, and taken tolls, stallage, and othe: 
rofits on every day of the week except Sunday, or alternatively on 
Mondays, Tuesdays, Wednesdays, and Fridays, and rested the claim on 
custom, prescription, or the exietence of a charter or letters patent 
which had been lost, but ought to be presumed by the court; and, 
further, that the questions raised in the action ought to have been 
brought (if at all) in the action of Attorney-General v. Horner (No. 1) 
(14 Q. B. D. 245, 11 A.C. 66), an action brought at the relation of the 
Whitechapel Board ef Works, and that not having been so raised it 
would be inequitable and oppreseive now to do so. The trial of the 
action occupied seventeen days, and Warrington, J., held, in favour of 
the plaintiff (1) that the defendant was only entitled to hold a market 
on Thureday and Saturday, and that there was no foundation for 
the presumption of a lost grant; (2) that except on those days defendant 
had no right to use the streets in, around, and juzta the market as an 
overflow; (3) that the demand of tolls on days other than Thureday 
and Saturday was illegal; (4) that the franchise did not justify the 
taking of tolls on goods sold by sample, and not brought into the 
market in bulk, or on goods exposed for sale, but not sold. In favour 
of the defendant he decided (1) that tolls must be reasonable, but need 
not be uniform, and that there might be discrimination between 
various persons; (2) that although by the general rule of law tolls are 
payable by the buyer and not the seller, the owner of the market was 
entitled to enter into agreements with salesmen that the tolls should 
be paid by them, and not by buyers, and that such an arrangement 
could be inferred from the existing practice ; (3) that a contract for the 
payment by the seller of a ‘“‘ commuted toll’’ in consideration of which 
he might sell goods toll free, was valid. Both parties appealed from 
this decision, except 60 far as it decided against the right of the 
defendant to tolls on goods by sample, and on goods exposed for 
sale but left unsold. The market was solely wholesale, and had greatly 
increased in volume of trade in recent years. The hearing of the 
appeals occupied eleven days, and a very large number of authorities. 
the earliest of which was the Privr of St. Bartholomew's Case (Y.B. 
9 Hen. 6, fol. 45, pl. 28) were cited. The market rights were also the 
subject of important litigation in Goldsmid v. Great Eastern Railway 
Co, (25 Ch. D. 511, 9 A.C. 927). : 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., in a considered judgment of great length, 
having observed that there was no serious diepute as to the facts o1 
many questions of law arising upon the case, first dealt with the earlie1 
history of the market from the date of the charter given by Charles IT 
to John Balch in 1682. In Great Eastern Railway Co. v. Goldsmid 
(9 A.C. 927) it was held that a charter given by James II. for Mon 
days and Wednesdays was invalid, but that there was a good title to a 
market on two days—Thursday and Saturday. The defendant was the 
assignee of a long lease of the market granted in 1787, and in 1883 
obtained a reversionary lease for a term expiring in 1866. So far as 
living memory went, the lessees of the market assumed to exercise 
market rights, and take tolls on every week-day, and Horner claimed 
the right to do so. On each day of the week there was an overflow 
from the market square. In the first action of Attorney-General v. 
Horner (14 Q.B.D. 245), in 1884, the Court of Appeal held that the 
franchise rights were capable of being exercised not only in but near 
the market square, and this was affirmed by the House of Lords. But 
in the same case Horner’s contention that by reason of long user a lost 
grant of a market to be held on Monday, Tuesday, Wedneeday, and Fri 
day ought to be presumed, was clearly overruled by each member of 
the court. It was a judgment binding on the present court, and it 
was impossible to listen to any argument based on a lost grant from 
the Crown. The franchise rights, however, would justify what would 
otherwise be an obstruction to traffic on Thursdays and Saturdays. 
On the present appeal Horner, being unable to claim a franchise fur 
six days, raised an ingenious contention. On the remaining four day: 
he claimed to carry on a “private market,” and in respect of that 
private market a right to overflow on to the adjoining streets. He 
asked the court to presume a dedication of those streets subject to a 
reservation where the soil belonged to the market owner, and an ease 
ment where it did not, sufficient to justify the market owner, and all 
persons invited or licensed by him to overflow. His lordship could not en- 
tirely understand what was meant by a “‘ private market,’’ and could find 
no trace of any act done in these streets, except under a claim of the 
exercise of franchise rights. Long user not explained might justify. 
or even compel, the court to presume what was necessary to make the 
usage valid. A presumption to support a right claimed might be 
reasonable, but. a presumption to support a fragment of a right claimed. 
and nevef exercised apart from that right, was a wholly different pro- 
position. There was ample authority that long usage must be attri 
pated to the right claimed : Campbell v. Wilson (3 East 294), Lord 

twers v. Adams (3 Ex. Div. 361), and Chamber Colliery Co. v. Hop- 
wood (32 Ch.D. 549). It was unnecessary to go through the long eeries 
of cases cited to the court as to the circumstances in which presump- 





tions ought to be made. It was true the presumption was often made, 
although no one really believed that the lost grant was ever executed. 
But the court could not disregard known facts and deliberately ehut its 
eyes to everything except the usage for, say, twenty or thirty years. 
Assuming the lost grant could not be presumed, it followed that effect 
could not be given to the appellant’s argument. The right to an over- 
flow in respect of a “private market,”’ or ih other words a shop or 
shops, was too vague to be recognized as a legal foundation. It was 
a very doubtful question whether there could be a dedication subject 
to a right in the future to obstruct: Reg. v. Charlesworth (16 Q.B. 
1012). And an easement was for the benefit of the dominant tenant, 
in this case the market square; an easement for the benefit of sellers 
coming to the market would be a novelty. Strees had been laid in 
argument on the absence of proceedings by the local authorities to 
restrain obstruction, and it was said that, even though what Horner 
was doing on the four non-charter days was a nuisance, it was still 
so greatly to the advantage of the public that the court ought not to 
interfere. His lordship failed to appreciate this argument. It was 
for the Attorney-General, as representing the public, to consider 
whether the case was one for his interference. Within certain limits 
every shopkeeper had a right to have vehicles stop opposite his door, 
but the development of the market in the last thirty years had been 
enormous, the tolls having increased from £750 to £25,000 a year. 
The learned judge had by the order under appeal declared that the 
holding of a market by Horner on days other than Thursday and 
Saturday was unlawful, and had given liberty to apply for an injunc- 
tion if the market was continued on those other days. In his lord- 
ship’s opinion his judgment on this part of the case was correct, and 
the appeal must be dismissed with costs. 
THe CRoSsS-APPEAL. 

There was a croes-appeal by the plaintiff raising various points. The 
defendant claimed the right to take tolls from the sellers of goods 
brought to market, and had, in fact, levied euch tolls to a large amount 
—a practice which had existed as far as living memory extended. There 
was no evidence of a toll being claimed from a buyer. The Attorney 
General contended that under a modern charter tolls could only be 
levied from the buyer, and asked for a declaration to that effect, which, 
however, the learned judge refused with costs. This reasoning his lord: 
ship was unable to follow. The general rule of law, as laid down in 
the reign of Henry VI1., repeated by Lord Coke and many of the 
greatest lawyers, was that except by custom or prescription—neither 
of which would apply to a modern market such as this—tolls were pay- 
able by the buyer: Duke of Bedford v. Emmet (1 B. & Ald. 366). 
There was no decision or even dictum to the contrary. It was idle to 
ask the court to unsettle the common law on a point like this. It 
was, however, contended that to support this usage a grant by the 
Crown of a franchise prior to the reign of Richard I., under which a 
right to levy tolls from the eeller was given, ought to be presumed, 
that such franchise somehow became revested in the Crown, and was 
re-granted by Charles II. in 1682. The argument had the merit of 
ingenuity, but that wae all that could be said for it. It was plain that 
no market existed there prior to 1682. It might be true fhat it was 
exceedingly inconvenient to take tolls from buyers. Modern changes 
might be a ground for applying to Parliament to confer a right to 
charge tolls on the seller and not the buyer, as was done by the Duke 
of Bedford with reference to Covent Garden Market, but they could not 
be allowed to influence the judgment of the court. On that point the 
cross-appeal succeeded, the declaration asked for would be made, and 
an injunction granted. This wauld not, of course, apply to tolls in the 
nature of stallage and pickage. It was competent, however, for any 
individual seller to contract with Horner that his (the seller's) goods 
should be sold in the market toll free in consideration of an agree- 
ment by the sellers to pay a sum equal to the tolls properly payable by 
the buyer. It must, however, be an individual contract by each seller, 
which was inconsistent with the claim made against the seller direct 
for tolls. On the other points raised by the cross-appeal his lordship 
thought there was no evidence that the tolls were ‘‘ unreasonable, rank, 
and outrageous,’’ and that there was no obligation on Horner to pub- 
lish a scale of tolls chargeable. As no tolls had been levied on the per- 
sons alone liable to pay tolls, the question of unreasonableness did 
not really arise. The cross-appeal would be allowed to the extent 
indicated. 

Bucktey and Hamitton, L.J.J., delivered judgments to the same 
effect.—Counset, Upjohn, K.C., Gore-Brown, K.C., and S. R. Earle; 
Danckwerts, K.C., Cave, K.C., and Sir P. Baker-Wilbraham. 
Soricrtors, Ldward Betteley ; Sir Homewood Crawford, City Solicitor. 

[Reported by H. Lancrorp Liwis, Barrister-at-Law.] 


REITH (SURVEYOR OF TAXFS) v. GOVERNING BODY OF 
WESTMINSTER SCHOOL. No, 1. 22nd April. 


REVENvE—INuABITED House Duty—Premises ‘‘ BELONGING TO AND 
OccupreD witH’”’ a Hovuse—Hovsge Tax Act, 1808 (48 Geo. 3, c. 55), 
Scuepute B. pr. 2. 

School buildings in the occupation of the governing body of a school, 
ced used daily by scholars who inhabit other buildings forming part of 
the school, are assessable to inhabited house duty within the House 
Tax Act, 1808, although they are also used by other boys who do not 
reside in the school at all. 

Decision of Horridge, J., reversed. 

Appeal of the surveyor of taxes from a decision of Horridge, J. 
(reported 1913, 1 K. B. 190), on a case stated by the Income Tax 
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Commissioners to determine whether certain buildings forming part of 
Westminster School were properly assessed to inhabited house duty. 
The buildings assessed were A the sanatorium, B Ashburnham House 
(classrooms), C the college building, and D school and classrooms. It 
was admitted that A and C, which were occupied by forty King’s 
scholars, partly maintained on the foundation, were inhabited houses. 
B and D were separate buildings used for the purposes of the school 
not only by the forty King’s scholars, but also by the 270 other boys 
in the school, some of whom lived in masters’ houses, others in their 
own homes. The Commissioners excluded B and D from assessment, 
and their decision was upheld by Horridge, J. The appellant con 
tended that all the premises were in the occupation of the governors, 
that B and D were offices ‘‘ belonging to and occupied with’”’ A and C, 
and that the governors were therefore liable to pay duty under the 
House Tax Acts, 1808 and 1851, in respect of such premises. This 
was a test case as regards public schools generally. 

Tue Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Bucktey and KENNEDY, 
L.JJ.) allowed the appeal. They held that the premises B and D were 
**belonging to and occupied with’’ A and C, and that none the less 
because other boys than those residing in A and C used them in 
common with the King’s scholars. Occupation did not here mean 
exclusive occupation. The case of Lambton v. Kerr (1895, 2 Q. B. 
233) had a distinct bearing on the question.—Counsex, Sir J. Simon, 
8.-G., and W. Finlay; Ryde, K.C., and Konstam. Soxicrrors, Soli- 
citor of Ireland Revenue; H. B. Willett. 

[Reported by H. Layosonp Lewis, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


BLAIR OPEN HEARTH FURNACE CO. v. REIGART. Eve, J. 
15th April. 
Company—Dtrecrorns—Power To Appoint AppITIONAL D1REcTORS-- 
GENERAL MeetTiINGc—ReqvuisiT1I0on CONVENING MEETING—CHAIRMAN OF 

Meetinc—Po tt. 


By the articles of association of a company it was provided that the 
directors might from time to time appoint additional directors, but so 
that the total number of directore should not exceed the prescribed 
mazimum. At a general meeting of the company additional directors 
were appounted, 

Held, that the power to appoint additional directors was vested in 
the board of directors, and could not be exercised by the company in 
general meeting. 


This was a motion for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
acting or purporting to act as directors and from holding themselves out 
as directors. The company was formed for the purpose of explviting 
certain patents belonging to an American company. By the articles ot 
association it was provided that the number of directors ehould be not 
lees than two nor more then seven, and it was also provided that the 
directors might from time to time appoint additional directors, but so 
that the total number of directors should not exceed the prescribed 
maximum. The meeting of the company at which the defendants wer 
appointed directors was convened by a requisition signed by a director 
of the American company, who was not a shareholder of the Englieh 
company. The chairman of the meeting, who also held proxies and 
voted, was in a similar position. Two resolutions were before the meet- 
ing, but they were nut put to the meeting separately, but one poll was 
taken for both. 

Eve, J.—In this action the company, which was incorporated in 1912, 
are the plaintiffs, and persons claiming to be directors of the company 
are defendants. The plaintiffs claim a declaration that the defendants 
were not validly elected as directors, and an injunction to restrain them 
from acting as such. The defendants claim to have been appointed 
at an extraordinary general meeting of the cumpany, held on the 14th 
of March last, and the question is whether it is competent for the com 
pany to appoint additional directors; and, if so, whether the meeting 
at which they were appointed was validly convened and properly con 
ducted. The first question depends on the construction of the articles 
of aseociation, which provide that the number of directors shall be not 
less than two nor more than seven, and that the directors may from 
time to time appoint additional directors, but so that the total number 
of directors shall not exceed the prescribed maximum. The plaintiffs 
contend that the power to appoint additional directors is vested in the 
directors for the time being, and cannot be exercised by the company 
in general meeting. The defendants say that the power is exercisable 
by the corporators at large; that the onus is on the plaintiffs to ehew 
that there was a epecial contract giving the directors power te appoint 
additional directors; and that no such special contract has beet .roved. 
I think there is great difficulty in implying any such power in the 
company. Then it is said that there is a concurrent power in the 
company and the directors; but I cannot adopt that. construc 
tion. The company has delegated to the board the power to appoint 
additional directors. On that ground, therefore, the plaintiffs are 
entitled to am injunction. So far I have proceeded on the assumption 
that the meeting at which the additional directors were appointed was 
properly convened and properly conducted, but several points have been 
raised with regard to this upon which it is right that I should exprees 
pn oninion. The first objection—which goes to the root of the matter— 
is that the reanieition to summon a general meeting of the company to 
fill the vacancies wag irtegular and invalid, on the ground that it wae 





not signed by a shareholder of the company. I think I should he 
prejudging a question which will have to be decided at the hearing if 
1 weré to hold that thé meeting was not properly ‘convened. Then it 
was said that the chairman of the meeting was not qualified to act as 
chairman, and that he was not qualified to vote by proxy. I think 
those two objections must etand or fall together, since, if he was 
entitled to vote he was entitled to act as chairman. In my opinion he 
was not entitled, as representative of the American company, to be at 
the meeting or to act as chairman. Then it was objected that there 
were two resolutions before the meeting, and one poll was taken for 
both. I think that was quite irregular, and that it is almost too clear 
for argument that the two resolutions ought to have been dealt with 
separately. The result is that I must make an order for an injunction. 
—Counset, P. O. Lawrence, K.C., Gore Browne, K.C., Sims and Dodd; 
Clayton, K.C., and Roope Reeve. Soricrrors, Birkbeck, Yeo, & Co.; 
Surtees, Phillpotts, & Co. 
[Reported by S. E. Witt1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re J., AN INFANT. Sargant, J, 10th and 15th April. 


INFANT—WarpD or Court—RemovaL Our oF THE JURISDICTION— 
CoMMITTAL. 


It is no answer to a motion for committal to prison for contempt o/ 
court, in removing a female ward of court out of the jurisdiction, thut 
the act was done on the solicitation of the ward, and that, although 
there wus knowledge that the girl was a ward of court, there was not 
full knowledge of the meaning of that status. 

Where there was not knowledge that the girl was a ward of court, 
such ignorance of the fact did not altogether exonerate the ignorunt 
parties, but constituted an alleviation of their contempt, so that they 
were not committed by the court, but only mulcted in costs. 


This was a motion on the part of an infant and one of the guardians 
and the next friend of the infant that Richard Holland and his wife and 
Lilian Matinsky (commonly known as Lilian Morris) might be com- 
mitted to prieon for a contempt of the court in removing, or aiding 
and abetting the removal, of the infant plaintiff out of the jurisdiction 
of the court, and removing, or assisting or abetting in removing, hei 
from the custody of Louisa 8. Tate, with whom she had been placed 
under the direction of the court, and in concealing the whereabouts of 
the infant from the said L. 8. Tate and the guardians of the infant, 
and that the respondents might be ordered to pay the costs of the 
application. The case was heard in camera, but in view of the import- 
ance of the matter, his lordship delivered judgment in open court. 

Sarcant, J., after reading the notice of the motion, said the facts 
were as follows : The ward is between twenty and twenty-one years of 
age. Her father died in the year 1901, and she has a fortune in 
possession of some £3,000, and aleo receives a voluntary allowance from 
her mother, and is entitled to a considerable fortune in expectancy 
After her father’s death her mother married again, and was again left 
a widow. In 1908 a summons was taken out to make provision for the 
infant out of her fortune in possession, and an order was made accord 
ingly. In 1909 her mother again remarried, and on the 26th of Novem- 
ber, 1909, an order was made—which is still in force—under which 
the ward was allowed to reside with a Mrs. Tate. This she has since 
done, but she has from time tu time paid visits to friends, and in the 
course of last year she was allowed to tour for a few months with a 
theatrical company under the charge of a Mr. and Mrs. Holland, two 
of the respondents to the motion. She appears to have been acquainted 
for some two or three years with the respondent, Mrs. Matinsky, or 
Morris, who lived in the same neighbourhood with Mrs. Tate. Mrs. 
Morris knew that the infant was a ward of court, though no doubt 
she may not have been aware of the consequences of this position, and, 
according to Mrs. Tate (whom I believe on thie point and generally), 
Mrs. Morris also knew that Mrs. Tate did not approve of the acquaint 
anceship. On Sunday morning, the 26th of January, the infant left 
Mrs. Tate to stay with Mr. and Mrs. Holland for a week at Ipswich 
and a week at Bath, these being the places where Mr. and Mrs. Ho! 
land were playing. And it was further arranged that at the expira- 
tion of the second week—namely, on Sunday, the 9th of February—the 
infant should proceed on a visit to private friends of position nea) 
Southampton. During the fortnight Mrs. Tate received two letters 
from the infant, one posted at Ipswich and one at Bath, and there 
was nothing to arouse any suspicion until on Monday, the 10th of 
February, Mrs. Tate heard from the private friends 1 have referred to 
that the ward had not arrived at their house. Mrs. Tate then made 
inquiries of Mr. and Mrs. Holland, but wae firet put off with a series 
of deliberate falsehoods to the effect that the ward had been with them 
at Ipswich and Bath, and had only left them at the latter place on 
Sunday, the 9th of February, and was subsequently met with an abso 
lute silence on their part. Soon afterwards, however, she discovercd 
for herself, as the facts were, that the ward had in fact left Ipewich 
two days after her arrival there—namely, on Tuesday, the 28th of 
January, and had on ,Wednesday, the 29th of January. eailed from 
Southampton for the United States in company with Mrs. Morris. 
Mrs. Morris’s story is (and I am inclined to believe her here) that the 
initiative in the transaction rested with the ward, and that Mre. Morris 
was averse to going, but for a desire to see a grown-up son of hers 
who was settled in New York. And it seems clear that the expenecs 
of the journey were paid by the ward. But there is no doubt that 
Mrs. Morris went with the ward to purchase the tickets for the vovace. 
and that she took the ward’s lnggage down to Southampton in advance 
to meet the ward there on her eubeequent arrival. [Aft stating that 

















as 











May to, 1913: 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. {[Vol. 57.] 501. 





Mrs. Morris and also Mr. and Mre. Holland atter to conceal the 
matter from Mrs. Tate, and that on the 15th of Fe ry Mrs. Morris 
returned to England alone, the learned judge continued :] These arevie 
facts. In the first place, as regards Mr. and Mrs. Holland, I have, on 
the whole, come to the conclusion that I ought to accept their assur- 
ance that they did not know that the infant was in fact a ward of 
court. It is not the law, and was not contended before me, that this 
ignorance altogether exonerated these respondents from the charge of 
contempt, but it undoubtedly constitutes an alleviation of the con- 
tempt : Simpson on Infants (3rd ed., p. 277), Richardson v. Merrifield 
(4 De G. and Sm. 161). On the other hand, it would be difficult to 
characteriee too severely the conduct of Mr. and Mrs. Holland in con- 
niving at such an enterprise as this on the part of a young lady who 
had been temporarily entrusted to their care by Mrs. Tate, and in 
eubsequently concealing the truth by deliberate falsehood and subse 
quent silence. With much hesitation, and having regard particularly 
to the fact that Mr. and Mrs. Holland were originally unwilling thst 
the ward should go abroad, and rendered assistance in inducing her to 
return to England, I have come to the conclusion that, so far as they 
are concerned, it is not necessary to make any order for actual com- 
mittal ; but they must join in bearing the costs of the motion as herein- 
after mentioned. As regards Mrs. Morris, I cannot take eo favourable 
a view. She committed two very grave offences—the first at the time 
when she assisted the infant in the journey to the United States, the 
second at the time when she left her in the United States without any 
proper protection and without any communication with her friends in 
England. Mrs. Morris was well aware that the infant was a ward of 
court, though she professes tu have been ignorant of the full nature of 
the wardship, and no doubt was ignorant of the consequences that 
might ensue from that fact. For the fact that the journey to New 
York and the residence there did not end in disaster there are no 
thanks due to Mrs. Morris, although I recognize and take into account 
in her favour the fact that she has recently, through her solicitors, 
aided in inducing the ward to return to this country, and has, of 
course, apologized most humbly to the court for her conduct. It is 
most important that the jurisdiction of the court over wards should be 
fully maintained, and that they should not be alluwed to go out of the 
jurisdiction except under carefully considered conditions.. I think it 
impossible to mark my eense of Mrs. Morris’s conduct by anything 
short of actual committal. But I make the period of imprisonment a 
short one, and follow the form in Seaward v. Paterson (1897, 1 Ch. 545) 
by directing that she be released without any application for the pur- 
pose at the expiration of a period which I fix at a fortnight from the 
date of her being taken into custody. As regards costs, the acts done 
by Mr. and Mrs. Holland on the one hand, and by Mrs. Morris on the 
other hand, were not done in conjunction or as part of any scheme 
concocted between them, and accordingly, instead of ordering that the 
costs of the motion should be paid by them jointly, I make the lere 
onerous order that one-half of the taxed costs of the motion be paid 
by Mr. and Mrs. Holland, and that the other half of the ccsts of the 
motion be paid by Mrs. Morris.—Counset, Methold; Dighton Pol- 
lock; Alexander Grant, K.C., and TZ. W. Byrne. Soricrrors, RP. 8. 
Taylor, Son, & Humbert; Collyer-Bristow, Curtis, Booth, Birks, & 
Langley; Percy Robinson & Co. 
Reported by L. M. May, Barrietarat-Law.] 


EARL OF DYSART AND ANOTHER vy. HAMMERTON & CO, 
Warrington, J. 16th April. 
FrERRY—FRANCHISE FROM Foint To Pornt—DistTuRBANCE—NEW 
TRAFFIC. 

The plaintiffs owned an ancient ferry across the River Thames. The 
defendants established a new ferry about a quarter of a mile from the 
old ferry to meet a public demand which hud arisen as a result of the 
opening up of public grounds for recreation and pleasure on the banks 
of the river. 

Held, that the traffic carried on by the defendants was substantially 
new in character, and therefore was not an wifringement of the fran 
chise of the ancient ferry. 


The plaintiffs claimed to be possessed of an ancient ferry, known 
as Twickenham Ferry, for the carriage of foot passengers and their 
goods across the River Thames from and to Twickenham, in the county 
of Middlesex, to and from Ham and Petersham, in the county of 
Surrey, and asked for an injunction restraining the defendants from 
carrying foot passengers for hire across the River Thames over, upon, 
within, or near their ancient ferry. The defendants contended that 
the ferry carried on by them was more than a quarter of a mile dis- 
tant from the place where the ferry of the plaintiffs was situated, and 
that it served.a different neighbourhood on both sides of the river, 
and was in respect of a totally new traffic, namely, that created by 
the Opening by the London County Council of Marble Hill Park. 

Warrincton, J., said that the plaintifis had established beyond 
doubt their right to the franchise of a ferry from point to point. 
The real question in the case was whether the defendants were wrong 
fully carrying passengers across the river. Having read the description 
of a ferry by Willis, J., in Newton v. Cubitt (12 C. B. N. S. 32, 58), 
his lordship said that the monopoly was created for the convenience of 
the public, and it would be unreasonable so to extend it as-to cause 
it to be a substantial inconvenience to the public rather than a con- 
venience. Consistently with this view. the Court had determined that 
the owner of the franchise had no exclusive right to carry traffic which 
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was substantially a new traffic, or a traffic which naturally, and for 
reasons of public convenience, crossed the river between points not 
being those which were the termini of the ancient ferry. Mellish, 
L.J. in Hopkins v. Great Northern Railway Co. (2 Q. B. D. 224), 
had said: ‘‘It may be that no action can be maintained in respect 
of the new ferry if it has been set up bona fide for the purpose ot 
accommodating a new and different traffic from that which was accom- 
modated by the old ferry.’’ The question then which he had to 
decide was whether the defendants’ ferry was a colourable diversion 
only of the plaintiffs’ ferry, or whether it was bona fide established 
for the purpose of aecommodating and did accommodate a traffic sub 
stantially new in character and different from that which the old ferry 
was established to serve. In order to determine this question in favour 
of the defendants, it was not sufficient to show that the volume of 
traffic had increased, as for example, by reason of the increase in the 
population of the riverside places ; they must establish that the traffic 
served by them was a substantially new traffic necessarily demanding 
new facilities. With regard to the facts in the present case, some 
ten years ago various public bodies, with Parliamentary sanction, 
acquired, mainly from Lord Dysart, land on and near the banks of 
the river at Petersham and Ham for the preservation of the view 
from Richmond Hill and for the benefit of the public, and in par- 
ticular a strip of land on and near the river bank on the Surrey side 
extending from Richmond below the plaintiffs’ ferry to a considerable 
distance above it. The public thus obtained what they did not before 
possess, a right of promenade along the Surrey bank from Richmond 
to above the ferry. At the same time the London County Council 
acquired Marble Hill Park, on the opposite side of the river, and 
converted it into a public park and pleasure ground. As the result 
of these changes and of the increased facilities for locomotion, the 
banks of the river were resorted to by large numbers of people. Since 
1906 the defendants had carried large numbers of persons 
to and fro across the river opposite Marble Hill Park. The 
defendants had also, since the practice of carrying passengers had 
arisen, painted the word ‘ Ferry ’’ on their boathouse and also erected 
notices directing people to their boathouse and ferry. On the whole 
he found that there had sprung up a substantially different traffic in 
character from that served by the old ferry, and that the defendants’ 
ferry was started bona fide to meet a genuine demand on the part of 
the public in connection with this new traffic. Under these circum- 
stances it would be an undue extension of the plaintiffs’ monopoly if 
the Court were to prevent the defendants from continuing to carry 
passengers across the river.—Counsen, Danckwerts, K.C., and Gurdon; 
Macnaghten. Soricrrors, Horner & Birkett; Withers, Burrows, Bi 
kett & Davies. 
(Reported by J. B. O. Treganren, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—King’s Bench 
Division. 
NELSON v. JAMES NELSON & SONS (LIM.). Scrutton, J. 
14th and 16th April. 


Company—Drrecrors—Manacina DirectorR—AppoinTMENT OF —POWER 
or Revocation. 

The plaintiff was appointed joint-managing director of the defendant 
company under an agreement, clause 2 of which provided that he 
“shall hold the said office so long as he shall remain a director of the 
company, and retain his due qualification, and shall efficiently perform 
the duties of the said office.” T'he company, by its articles of associa- 
tion, had power to revoke the appointment of managing director, 
which they purported to dé while the plaintiff was fulfilling the con- 
ditions provided by clause 2 of the agreement. In an action by the 
plaintiff for damages for wrongful dismissal. 

Held, that the defendants were liable, as the directors could only 
exercise the power of revocation under the articles when they might 
legally do so. 

In December, 1904, the plaintiff was appointed joint managing 
director of the defendant company, in which he was originally a share- 
holder, and of which he was a director. On the 16th of July, 1908, 
by an agreement entered into between the plaintiff and the defendhnt 
ompany,.the plaintiff was continued in his office of managing director 
at a salary of £3,000 per annum. Clause 2 of the agreement provided 
that the plaintiff ‘‘shall hold the office so long as he shall remain a 
director of the company and retain his due qualification, and shall 
efficiently perform the duties of the said office.” Article 85 of the 
defendant company’s articles of association was as follows :—‘‘ Without 
restricting the generality of the foregoing powers the board may 
do the following things . . . (b) appoint from time * time 
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any one or more of their number to be managing diréctor 
or managing directors, on such terms as to remuneration 
, and with such powers and authorities and for such period as 
they deem fit, and may revoke such appointment.’’ On the 10th oi 
September, 1908, the directors of the company revoked the plaintiff's 
appointment as managing director, at which date he was still retain- 
ing his qualification aud efficiently performing his duties. The plaintiff 
sued the defendants for damages for wrongtul dismissal, and the jury 
assessed the damages at £15,000. It was contended on behalf of the 
defendants that, under Article 85 (b) the directors had power to 
revoke the appointment of the plaintiff at any time without notice, 
notwithstanding the terms of the agreement of the 16th of July, 1908. 
They relied on Bluett vy. Stutchburys (Limited) (24 T. L. R. 469). Cur. 
adv. vult. 

Scrutton, J., in the course of his judgment, said he did not think he 
could imply from the agreement a power to revoke at will. Clause 2 
clearly stated the period for which the plaintiff should hold the office, 
and he did not see his way to imply ‘‘so long as the directors please "’ 
or ‘“‘at the pleasure of the directors.’’ To imply that seemed to his 
lordship to be contrary to the oft-quoted doctrine of implied terms 
laid down in 7'he Moorcock (L. R. 14 P. 64). If the terms could not 
be implied, the defendants had to satisfy him that the employment on 
such conditions, or for a fixed term on the same conditions, was ultra 
vires the directors if it did not contain a power to revoke, apart from 
misconduct. It had been contended that the case of Bluett v. Stutch- 
burys (supra) was conclusive. In that case the plaintiff alleged an 
agreement for four years certain. Article 80 empowered the direc 
tors to appoint another director who should only hold office until the 
next annual general meeting of the company, but should be eligible for 
re-election. Article 86 allowed the directors to appoint one of their 
number as managing , Ss and article 102 allowed an extraordinary 
general meeting to remove any director. The directors appointed the 
plaintiff as an additional director, and as managing director for four 
years, but the first general meeting refused to re-elect him, and there 
upon the directors refused to recognise him as managing director. 
The Court of Appeal dismissed the plaintiff's appeal on two grounds : 
(1) that the directors had only power to elect ‘‘ one of their number ”’ 
as managing director, and it was a condition of his keeping the appoint 
ment that he remained ‘‘ one of their number’’; (2) that to treat his 
appointment as binding for four years was ultra vires, for it was in 
consistent with the company’s power to refuse to re-elect him under 
Article 80 and to remove him under Article 102. All these points were 
provided for in the present case. It was an express term of the 
agreement that the plaintiff should continue a director; there was no 
article requiring him to come up for re-election, but. on the contrary, 
articles 96 and 101 prevented a managing director holding office for 
‘an unexpired term”’ either being required to come up for re-elec 
tion or being removed at a general meeting. Was there any prohibition 
in the articles against the directors appointing a managing director for 
a fixed term provided he remained a director and performed his duty 
satisfactorily? If there was one it was to be extracted from the 
words ‘‘and may revoke such appointment.’’ He thought sufficient 
meaning was given to those words if they were read ‘and may exer 
cise the power of revoking the appointment when the company and 
directors may legally do so.’ To -~ an illustration given by the 
plaintiff's counsel, section 19 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, gave 
power to the mortgagee exercising a power of sale ‘to vary the con- 
tract’’ or ‘‘to rescind any contract,’’ but that could not mean to give 
him such a power unless he was entitled to do so. Article 85 (b) 
was, he believed, a very ordinary one in articles, and it would seem 
greatly to the prejudice of the company if, while they could employ 
a clerk for a fixed term, they could not offer so important an official 
as @ managing director any security of tenure, but only an appoint- 
ment at will or pleasure. For these reasons the defendants were not 
entitled to dismiss the plaintiff, and there would be judgment for him 
for £15,000 and costs.—Counset, Sir Edward Carson, K.C., Leslie 
Scott, K.C., and Darby ; Astbury, K.C., Shearman, K.C., and Bremner. 
Soricrrors, Lightbound, Owen, & Maclver; Ashurst, Morris, Crisp, 
é& Co. 

{Reported by Lzowanp C. Taomas, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Societies. 
The Herefordshire Incorporated Law Society. 


The annual general meeting was held at the Law Institution, on 
Monday, 24th February, 1915, when there were present :—Mr. R. 
Masefield (president), Mr. A. D. Steel (vice-president), Messrs. W. J. 
Humfrye, F. 8. Collins, " R. James, J. Lambe, M. J. G. Scobie, 
A. Ae Corner, E. A. Capel, T. A. Matthews, R. 8. Coles, E. L. Wallis, 
J. 8. Stooke-Vaughan, W. P. yet E. P. Lloyd, G. Okell, W. Thorpe, 
H. V. Vaughan, H. J. Harris, B. Philpin, C. B. Masefield, H. V. 
Smith, F. Leather, D. T. Jeffreys, R. T. Griffiths, and J. R. 
Symonds (hon. sec.). 

A letter to the President, dated 20th January, 1913, from Mr. 
Humfrys, asking the Society to accept a president’s badge, ~~ received. 
Restlved, on the motion of the President, seconded by the Vice-Presi- 
dent :—‘ That such letter be entered on the minutes, and that the 
Soc Sety accepts with much pleasure and gratification the very handeome 
badge presented by Mr. Humfrys, and tender to him their hearty 


thanks for the same, and that the resolution be entered on the minutes 
of the meeting.” 

The President then presented to Mr. and Mrs. Humfrye the portrait 
in oils of Mr. Humfrys as preeident of the Law Society, painted by 
Mrs. Louise Jopling, R.B.A., subscribed for by members of the society 
and by certain members of the Salop Law Society and His Honour 
Judge Lea, and Mr. Humfrys expressed his very warm thanks for the 
gift. 

It was resolved that the picture be photographed and a copy sent 
to each of the subscribers. 

The president expressed his desire to present to the society an 
enlarged photograph of the late Mr. H. C. Beddoe, and it was resolved 
that the same a accepted with a cordial expression of thanks. 

The minutes of the last general meeting were read, confirmed, and 
signed, 

The report of the committee for the past year, with statement of 
accounts, was received and adopted. 

It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. F. 8. Collins, seconded by 
Mr. M. J. G. Scobie, ‘‘ That Mr. A. D. Steel be elected president of 
the society for 1913.” 

It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. F. R. James, seconded by Mr. 
FE. P. Lloyd, ‘‘ That a cordial vote of thanks be accorded Mr. R. 
Macefield for his services as president for the past year.” 

It was resolved, on the motion of Mr. W. J. Humfrys, seconded ty 
Mr. E. L. Wallis, ‘‘That Mr. D. T. Jeffreys (of Brecon) be elected 
vice-president for the ensuing year.” 

The following committee was elected :—Messrs. D. Allen, H. KR. 
Armstrong, W. T. Carless, F. S. Collins, A. J. Corner, W. J. Humfrye, 
M. J. G. Scobie, E. P. Lloyd, R. Masefield, B. Philpin, and E. L. 
Wallis. 

Mr. J. R. Symonds was re-elected honorary secretary and treasurer. 

The following were elected members of the society :—Mr. J. Powell 
Jones (Brecon), Mr. George Tudor (Brecon). 

The following are extracts from the report of the committee :— 

Members.—The number of members at the commencement of this 
year was sixty-five, the same as in the previous year. The society, in 
common with the rest of the community, has during the year sustained 
a severe loss through the death, at an advanced age, of their greatly 
esteemed member, Mr. Henry Child Beddoe. He wae one of those who 
took a leading part in the formation of the society, was one of its 
earliest. presidents, and continued to take an active and earnest interest 
in its affairs up to the last .He will be much mieeed at the provincial 
meetings of the Law Society and at the annual gathering of this eociety, 
both of which he always attended when possible. A former president 
and highly respected member of the profession, Mr. James Davies, also 
died within the year. He had retired from practice for some years. 

Conditions of Sale.—The new edition is now being issued, and the 
forms can be obtained from the hon. sec., as usual, price 3d. each to 
members and 1s. to non-members. As it ie now necessary to reprint 
the conditions, any suggestions for amendment should be sent to the 
hon. secretary at once. Attention is drawn to the remarks in the 
report of the committee for last year as to the undesirability of epecial 
conditions throwing upon purchasers any expense or duty in reference 
to stamping for Increment Duty. The committee, at the request of thi 
Law Society, have considered a form of conditions said to be largel; 
in use in Cornwall, which obliges a purchaser to accept and pay fo: 

a conveyance prepared by the vendor’s eolicitor. The committee 
expressed a strong disapproval of the practice. 

Land Transfer.—The committee had before them the reports of th: 
Council, adopted on 8th March and 28th June, which recommended a 
scheme for the assimilation of the law relating to real and person”! 
property combined with a system of absolute ownership, and cautions 
coupled with an abeolute State guarantee. The committee approved 
generally of the proposals, except so far as they provided for a State 
guarantee, which they feel would necessarily entail an official investi- 
gation of title and lead to expense and delay. The scheme was sub- 
mitted to a meeting of the Associated Provincial Law Societies on 25th 
July, which was largely attended, and the following resolution wax 
passed and ultimately confirmed at a conference between the Council 
and the Societies :—‘‘ That this meeting, without pledging itself to 
details, accepts the principle of the scheme recommended by the 
Council, on the understanding that it will be proposed as a scheme to be 
applied by way of experiment in London only, and that opposition will 
be offered to any proposal to extend (except “under etatutory authority) 
compulsory registration of any kind beyond London; but that in the 
county of York a simultaneous experiment should be made on the lines 
proposed by the Yorkshire societies.”’ 

The Circuit System.—It is understood that this matter is under con- 
sideration by the Royal Commission now sitting ‘‘to inquire into the 
complaints of delay as to cases in the King’s Berch Division,”’ and the 
committee propose to repeat the action already taken by this societv 
in making strong representations against any euggestions for the removz! 
of the Agsizes from any centre within the area of the society. 


United Law Society. 


A meeting of the above society was held on Monday, the 5th of 
May, at 3, King’s Bench-walk, Temple, E.C. Mr. Bartle Bradshaw 
moved : ‘*That it is a finer thing to be the composer of ‘Hullo! Rag 
time’ than the author of any of Bach’s Fugnes.’’ Mr. J. Ball opposed. 





The following gentlemen also spoke : Messrs. A. T. Settle, E. S. Cox 
| Sinclair, Norman Aaron. The motion was lost by five votes. 
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The Union Society of London. 


The twenty-third meeting of the 1912-1913 session was held at 3 (N), 
King’s Bench Walk, Temple, on Wednesday, May 7th, at 8 p.m. The 
president (Mr. George F. Kingham) was in the chair. Mr. Harry Geen 
moved: ‘‘ That the provision of dwelling-houses for the working 
classes should be undertaken by the State.’’ Mr. Ambrose opposed. 
The following members also spoke : Messrs. T. Vosper, A. G. R. Hickes, 
I. G. Baker, J. Coram, W. R. Willson, C. H. Counsell, Dr. Schin- 
meister-Marehal, W. H. Hole. 

The subject for debate on Wednesday, May 2\st, is : ‘‘ That the only 
effectual method of coping with the prevailing evil of prostitution is 
to prosecute men instead of women prostitutes.’’ 








The Law Society and Poor Litigants. 


A conference between representatives of the various organisations 
administering charitable legal advice in the Metropolis was held on 
the invitation of the Council of the Law Society in their Counc’ Room 
on Friday last, 2nd May. Mr. Charles L. Samson, the president of 
the Law Society, was in the chair. 

In welcoming the delegates Mr. Samson stated that the Council were 
keenly alive to the question which had been very much before the 
public mind of late, namely, the desirability of ‘‘ aiding poor persons 
unable to procure legal advice and assistance through the ordinary 
channels.”’ In view of the frequent cases in which such persons are 
victimised by so-called legal aid societies, it was, in the opinion of the 
council, desirable that the Law Society should publicly show its interest 


and its willingness to co-operate, if practicabte, i > yeme r | . nee : 
' perate, if practicable, in the movement for | jame,’ it would be necessary that the Law Society should take this 


suppressing such malpractices and for facilitating the means of access 
to efficient and honest advice and assistance. They knew of a number 
of charitable societies which had done and were doing very good 
work, whose officers had much more practical experience than they 
had, and were able to assist them with their advice. It was, he said, 
for the purpose of eliciting such assistance and to see whether some 
scheme could be brought about by which that society might assist 
that they had asked their attendance there. Rules of Court had been 
recently passed doing away with a good many of the disadvantages 
under which poor people laboured in regard to litigation. But in 


the opinion of the council there was a great deal of useful work to be 


done before litigation commenced, and it was thought that, if poor 
people could have their cases investigated by good and efficient legal 
societies under the wgis, so to say, of a very responsible society, or 
association of societies, people would be much more ready to settle 
disputes with men thus situated. If there was any way in which the 
council could properly co-operate in bringing about anything to help 
these poor people they would be glad. The charter of the society 
might not permit of its contributing funds for that purpose, but he 
thought that if some good and efficient scheme could be brought 
about it would not fall through for want of assistance privately, as 
he had never known a good cause suffer in this country for want of 
such assistance. He would be pleased to consider any suggestion 
which any of the gentlemen or ladies present might desire to make. 

Mr. H. Kingsley Wood stated that he represented the Seamen’s 
Mission, Poplar, which for some time has been giving legal advice to 
the poor people in that neighbourhood. He thought an attempt should 
be made to form some sort of an organisation, that the people con- 
nected with this work might be associated together and have some 
proper backing. Sir John Collie had discussed this matter in The 
Times and elsewhere, and many believed that there was a good 
deal in what he had stated, and that the genuine organisations had 
suffered a great deal from bogus legal aid societies. He suggested 
that it might be possible, under the auspices of the Law Society 
itself, to form an association with representatives of the different 
organisations in London, together with representatives of the Council. 
An authority of that description would be able to form proper rules 
and regulations under which this work could be carried out. The 
difficulty had been—though this might be altered by the new rules— 
that although a lot of people got advice, to a great extent that advice 
failed because they were not able to proceed further on account of the 
question of means. 

Mr. F. §. Pritchard (United Girls’ Schools Settlement, London) 
referred to the fact that in Edinburgh a somewhat similar association 
existed as that suggested, and that it had been very successful. He 
moved ‘‘that steps be taken to consider the best practicable provision 
that can be made for the extension and organisation of the legal 
assistance of poor persons, and that a committee of six with power to 
add to their number be appointed to consider the matter and report 
to a further meeting of this conference to be held on or before the 4th 
July next.’”’ He suggested that such a resolution be passed, and that 
then the matter could be investigated by a small committee and a 
report submitted to an adjourned meeting of the conference. 

Mr. H. Kingsley Wood seconded this resolution. 

Mr. R. Ellett (Cirencester) suggested that it might be convenient, 
as they were favoured with so large an attendance of representatives, 
to take the view of the meeting on the suggestion that there should 


be an endeavour made to affiliate these various organisations to one | 
| Duke of Northumberland as Chancellor of the University, in succes- 


central association which would settle rules applicable all round, and, 
in fact, have to deal with one strong body instead of a number of 
separate bodies. That seemed to him to involve a principle. Whether 





consider and report upon, was perhaps not very material, but he 
assumed that the mover of the resolution would contemplate that the 
committee he proposed would have power to suggest the formation of 
such an association. 

Mr. Pritchard agreed that would be so. 

Mr. Walter C. Williams (Robert Browning Settlement) said he had 
for twenty-two years attended at the Settlement and given advice. 
The work divided itself naturally into two heads, the first advising, 
when the less one had to do with law the better very often; common 
sefse advice as to what to do under the particular emergencies was 
what was wanted. On the other hand, there did come the case where 
advice was no good unless it could be enforced, and they had found 
a difficulty in providing for litigation. If they could devise some means 
by which a poor person, having a grievance and being entitled to 
redress, could get that, he would be a to do what little he could to 
support it. They did not desire to exist simply for litigation ; litigation 
was much the smaller part of their work; it was keeping people out of 
litigation, and smoothing over differences which was much more 
important. Those prepared to help the poor man or woman would 
be very much strengthened by knowing that the case had been 


| considered by a competent body, that the facts had been carefully 


considered, and that in their opinion it was a case on which the 


| judgment of the Court might fairly and properly be taken. 





that was dealt with then, or whether jt was left to a committee to | Corpus Professor of Jurisprudence at Oxford, and others, 


Mr. W. H. Winterbotham said that as a member of the rule com- 
mittee he had been very interested in the new rules which he hoped 
would have a very good effect indeed. He fully explained their 
effect. 

Dr. W. R. Bisschop said that if they were to do anything in the 
future, especially towards checking the legal aid societies of doubtful 


matter in hand themselves. 

Sir John Collie said that he was perhaps the only man in the room 
who had not the privilege of a legal training, and he wished to 
approach the subject purely from the medical point of view. The 
difficulty in the present want of system was that the poor working 
man was led by the present so-called legal aid societies to put a wrong 
interpretation upon his disabilities; and was insidiously taught rather 
to think of them as having a commercial value than of the necessity 
and duty of trying to get well as soon as possible; he thought that 
litigation was fostered and poor people treated badly. He suggested 
that their object should be not only the assistance of the poor, but to 
a certain extent the crowding out of the present organisations. The 
Law Society should show its disapproval of all these by recognising 
a body of Be practitioners who might be known as the poor men’s 
lawyers; that panels of recognised poor men’s lawyers should be 
formed who should work in conjunction with organised legal com 
mittees ; and that all practitioners acting as poor men’s lawyers should 
subscribe to regulations drawn up by the Law Society. 

Mr. H. Greenwood Wrigley (Manchester and Salford Poor Man’s 
Lawyer Association), after detailing the work done by his association 
in Manchester, suggested that in London there might be, say, three 
or four such associations supervising the various districts, which for 
the purpose of finance should be considered as one association. Sub- 
scriptions would be asked for from barristers and solicitors within the 
County of London for the whole of the society. In the provinces the 
associations should be co-extensive with the local law societies, These 
associations should regulate the poor man’s lawyers within their 
district, and no poor man’s lawyer should be permitted within any 
district without the approval of the association, and should be subject 
to have such approval withdrawn for irregularity. He would have 
an appeal from the district associations to the central committee. 
The members of the association, of course, would be the barristers and 
solicitors working in the various departments within the district. In 
Manchester this had had the approval of their Law Society for four 
years, and a tacit approval for some time previously, and so they 
had progressed; they were working very well as an authorised body 
under the Manchester Law Society. He suggested that the movement 
should be carried throughout the country and a strong committee 
should be formed in London to regulate the whole of the scheme. 

The Chairman said that the resolutign before the meeting seemed 
to him very comprehensive, and if adopted the committee appointed 
under it would have power to consider all the very excellent suggestions 
which had been made, and would be able to present a report. 

He then put the resolution, which was carried unanimously. 

It was agreed that the Bar Council should be asked to nominate 
two of their members to serve on the committee, which, subject to the 
addition of their nominees, was constituted, with Mr. H. Kingsley 
Wood as hon. secretary (pro tem.), as follows :—Mr. Robert Ellett and 
Mr. R. N. Welsford as representing the Law Society, Mr. C. S. Loch, 
secretary of the Charity Organisation Society, Mr. Walter Williams. 
Mr. H. Kingsley Wood, Mr. F. J. Maw, Dr. A. E. Western, and Mr. 
H. Greenwood Wrigley (Manchester). 

The meeting terminated with a vote of thanks to the chairman for 
presiding and to the Law Society for the interest which they had 
shown in the matter. 








At Durham on the 3rd inst., on the occasion of the installation of the 


sion to the late Dean Kitchen, the honorary degree of D.C.L. was con- 
ferred on Lord Haldane, L.C., Sir W. R. Anson, M.P., Dr. Vinogradoff, 
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The Attorney-General and the 
. . 
Marconi Inquiry. 

At the annual meeting of the Barristers’ Benevolent Association, held 
in the Inner Temple Hall on Tuesday, says 7'he Times, the chair was 
taken by the Attorney-General, and in moving a vote of thanks to him 
Sir Edward Clarke took the opportunity of expressing his confidence 
in the honour of Sir Rufus Isaacs, 

Sir Edward Clarke said : There have been during the last few months 
a good many accusations hinted and suggested, never definitely made, 
against the character of the Attorney-General. The usefulness of our 
profession and its title to the privileges and repute that it enjoys 
depend on the maintenance in our ranks of a very strict sense of honour, 
and I think the members of the Bar have been greatly troubled by 
hearing such suggestions made against our leader, and have followed 
with painful interest the course of the discussion. It is a matter in 
which we are all concerned. We share with the Attorney-General the 
duty of maintaining the honour of the profession, although of course it 
is upon him that the responsibility chiefly rests. I have read with 
care all that has been proved in this matter, and I am satisfied, and 





I believe my brethren of the Bar agree with me, that the charge of | 


corruption, or unfaithfulness to public duty, has wholly failed. If I 
were not so satisfied I should not be here to-day. I notice that his 
assailants are now talking of mistakes and imprudence. That is a 
different matter. We all make mistakes, though the character of those 
mistakes varies with the differing circumstances of our own lives. But 


the important thing is that a mistake, or an indiscretion, leaves no stain | 


on the character; and it is only a mean malignity that would, for 
personal or political motives, 
check or to deflect from its natural course a long career of private 
honour and of public service. I have known him (Sir Rufus 


make use of an error of judgment to | 


Isaacs) for many years—from twenty to twenty-five years—and it is | 


because I know our leader to be a man of honour as well as an accom- 
plished lawyer that 1 rejoice to be allowed to propose this vote of 
thanks to him to-day. 

Mr. Boydell Houghton, who seconded the motion, said that Sir 
Edward Clarke’s observations were an admirable exposition of their 
views. 

The resolution was adopted with acclamation. 

The Attorney-General, replying, said : It would be affectation in me 
if I strove in any way to minimise the effect produced upon me by 
Sir Edward’s graceful and most generous words, and also if I failed 
to appreciate the words that fell from my old friend Mr: Boydell 
Houghton. I naturally should like to say much. I assure you that I 


feel very much, and I appreciate to the full the significance of your | 


response to this proposal. I am most grateful to the proposer and 
seconder, and I am earnestly and sincerely thankful to you for the 
way you have received it. 
I have not anything to say, but because I intend to pursue to the 
end, until the proper moment comes, the task which I set myself of not 
attempting in any way to defend myself—not attempting in any way 
to vindicate myself against the charges which have been made until 
the time has come when it would be correct and proper for me to say 
what is within me, and what I have to keep dormant at the present 
moment, 





Companies. 
Northern Assurance Co, (Limited). 


The annual meeting of the company wae held at Aberdeen on Wed 
nesday. Sir Thomas Burnett presided, and, in moving the adoption 
of the report, said there was an increase of £1,489 in the fire account, 
while the loss ratio of last year was 53 per cent., or nearly 1 per cent. 
less than in the previous year, and more than 6 per cent. less than the 
accumulated experience of the company. This was partly neutralised 
by a elight increase in expense? ratio. The net result of the account 
was a profit of £115,526. 
£476,160. Mortality was light, and the funds of the department had 
increased by £141,565, bringing them to £5,259,609. In the accident 
department a profit of £10,957 had been realised. 
account shewed a balance of £353,418, and the directors proposed to 
transfer £100,000 to the fire fund, and to pay a further dividend of 
4s. per share and a bonus of ls. The report was adopted. 


Obituary. 
Mr. F. H. Janson. 


The death has occurred at Hove of Mr. Frederick Halsey Janson, 
the oldest solicitor in England, who on the 8th of February celebrated 
his 100th birthday. On that occasion he was honoured by a congra- 


tulatory message from the King and the Law Society. Mr. Janson 

was admitted an attorney and solicitor in 1835, the year in which, by 
a curious. coincidence, -Mr. William Augustus Gordon Hake, of 3, Old 
Steyne, Brighton, the oldest English barrister, who is in his 103rd year, 
was called to the Bar, 


In that year Mr. Janson became a partner in 


If I do not say any more it is not because | 


‘the firm of Smith, Bayley, and Janson, whose records are said to 


extend back to the year 1728, and who are now practising under the 
name of Janson, Cobb, Pearson, and Co., at 22, College-hill, London, 
E,C. Although he retired from active practice in 1900 his name was 
still on the rolls at the time of his death. He became a member of the 
Law Society shortly after his admission as a solicitor, and was a 
member of the Council of the society from 1861 to 1898, being presi 
dent in the year 1873-4. Mr. Janson, who had resided for many years 
at No. 8, Fourth-avenue, Hove, was a member. of the Linnean Society, 
a Deputy-Lieutenant of the Tower, and was three times Master of the 
Leathersellers’ Company. ‘ 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. THeosatp MATHEW has been appointed to be Recorder of Mar- 
gate in the place of Mr. Herbert Stuart Sankey, who has resigned the 
Recordership on his appointment as Remembrancer of the City of 
London. 

Mr. Witt1am Jonn Wentwortn Dickinson has been appointed a 
Commissioner for Oaths. Mr. Dickinson was admitted in April, 1907, 
and is a member of the firm of Dickinson & Sons, and carries on 
business at Weston-super-Mare and Bristol. 


—_~_--- 


Changes in Partnerships, &c. 
Dissolutions. 


Cuartes Auaustus Powerit and Lancetor Hutt SHEFFIELD, solici 
tors (Sheffield, Son, & Powell), 23, St. Swithin’s-lane, in the city of 
London. April 3. The said business will be carried on in future by 
Henry Scott Tucker, under the style or firm of Sheffield, Powell, & 
Scott Tucker, at the said address. [Gazette, May 2. 

Wittiam Joynson-Hicks, WatterR Henry Hunt, WILLIAM TYNDALE 
Moore, and ArtHUR ScHvuyLeR CARDEW, solicitors (Joynson-Hicks, 
Hunt, Moore, & Cardew), Lennox House, Norfolk-street, Strand. 
March 31. So far as regards the said William Tyndale Moore, who 
retires from the profession; the business will be carried on in the 
future by the said William Joynson-Hicks, Walter Henry Hunt, and 
Arthur Schuyler Cardew, [Grazette, May 6. 


Retirement. 


Mr. Stpney Younc, who has for many years been an Assessor to 
the Admiralty Registrar on the hearing of references for the assess 
ment of damages arising in actions of collisions at sea, will cease 
attendance at the end of the present sittings. Mr. Young’s kindness 
and courtesy have been much appreciated both by the Bar and by the 


| solicitors practising in the Admiralty Court. 


General. 


The president (Mr. C. L. Samson), the vice-president (Mr. W. 
Trower), and the Council of the Law Society entertained a large com- 
pany to dinner at the society’s hall on the evening of the Ist inst. The 
guests present included the following :—Lord Stamfordham, Lord 
Parker of Waddington, Sir Francis Hopwood, Mr. Justice Warring 


| ton, Mr. Justice Bray, Mr. Justice Sargant, General the Hon. Sir 


In the life department the sum assured was | 


The profit and logs | 


Neville Lyttleton, Vice-Chancellor Stewart-Smith, K.C., Sir Kenneth 
Muir Mackenzie, K.C., Sir Edward Davidson, K.C., his Honour Judge 
Tindal-Atkinson, Sir Squire Bancroft, Sir John Rolleston, M.P., Sir 
Walter Prideaux, and Mr. P. Ogden Lawrence, K.C. 


The Government, it is understood, says the Times, are in communi- 
cation with the foreign Powers who were signatories to the Declara- 
tion of London to ascertain whether an agreement can be arrived at 
to define the word ‘‘base”’ so that it shall not include commercial 
ports. If such an agreement can be reached the intention is to proceed 
with the Naval Prize Bill this Session. At present, according to the 


| terms of the Declaration, all food-stuffs consigned in time of war to 





‘ 


any ‘‘ place serving as a base ’’ for the armed forces of the enemy would 
be contraband. This, it is explained in the Drafting Committee's 
report, would apply to a base of supplies as well as operations, and 
any commercial port might be a base of supplies. 


Even the domestic concerns of the Bar, says the Globe, sometimes 
have an Imperial interest. An Asiatic member of the Bar has recently 
been refused admission to a circuit mess. It was agreed that he was a 
gentleman against whom, apart from his complexion, no objection 
whatever could be raised. The chief leaders of the circuit, indeed, 
were strongly in favour of his election, but the younger members were 
not inclined to ignore what is known as the colour problem, and the 
learned gentleman’s application for admission was rejected by a small 
majority. This is not merely a matter of social moment. A barrister 
who is not a member of the circuit mess is practically unable to prac- 
tise on the circuit. Whether the decision of the majority of the 
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ATLAS 


ASSURANCE COMPANY 


. LIMITED. 
HEAD OFFICE :—92, CHEAPSIDE, LONDON, E.C. 





Branch and District Offices :— Branch and District Offices— 







LONDON-—City, continued ;— 
81, Great Tower Street, E.C. HULL. 
LONDON—West End, LEEDS. 
24/5, St. James Street, S.W. LEICESTER. 
BELFAST. LIVERPOOL. 
BIRMINGHAM. MANCHESTER. 
BRIGHTON. NEWCASTLE-ON-TYNE. 
BRISTOL. NORTHAMPTON. 
CARDIFF. WG NOTTINGHAM. 
DUBLIN. py! . PLYMOUTH. 
GLASGOW. me ey » PRESTON. 
HANLEY. W ey eae SHEFFIELD. 
éj id Me yy — ee 
PIS 
Established in the Reign of George Ill. 
income oe nae iia — sin eke -. £1,458,724 
Funds (excluding Uncalied Capital) ie mee .. £3,844,938 


INCLUDING UNCALLED BUT FULLY SUBSGRIBED CAPITAL, 
THE RESOURCES OF THE COMPANY EXCEED 


FIVE AND A HALF MILLIONS STERLING. 
FIRE: 


INSURANCES AT CURRENT RATES OF FIRST CLASS OFFICES. 
FURNITURE AND PERSONAL EFFECTS IN PRIVATE DWELLING HOUSES COVERED UP TO 10 PER CENT. OF 
SUM INSURED WHILST TEMPORARILY REMOVED TO ANY OTHER PRIVATE DWELLING, HOTEL, CLUB, &e. 
IN THE UNITED KINGDOM. 


LIFE: 


UNCONDITIONAL, WHOLE WORLD, NON-FORFEITABLE POLICIES with GUARANTEED SURRENDER VALUES. 
ENDOWMENT ASSURANCES. PARTNERSHIP ASSURANCES. 
CHILDREN’S DEFERRED ASSURANCES WITH VALUABLE OPTIONS, 
DOUBLE ENDOWMENT ASSURANCE SCHEME SPECIALLY SUITABLE FOR PERSONS RESIDING ABROAD. 
EXTREMELY MODERATE RATES AND LIBERAL BONUSES. 


BURGLARY. 
ACCIDENT: 


INCLUDING PERSONAL ACCIDENT: LIABILITY OF EMPLOYERS, PKOPERTY OWNERS, c. 
UNDER COMMON OR STATUTE LAW. 


LEASEHOLD OR SINKING FUND ASSURANCES. 


PRIVATE RESIDENCE COMBINED POLICIES: 
COVERING FIRE, BURGLARY AND LIABILITY TO DOMESTIC EMPLOYEES. 
Only One Proposal. One Policy. One Renewal Receipt. 


Liberal Commission to Solicitors for the introduction of Business. 
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members of this particular Bar mess is, from the Imperial point of 
view, a prudent one is a question which the Benchers of the four Inns 
might well arrange to consider together. 


The Local Government Board has issued a draft provisional order 
increasing the area of the City of St. Albans from 1,000 acres to about 
2,600 acres, and the population from 18,000 to about 26,000. At the 
local inquiry the St. Albans Corporation offered differential rates in 
the added area for seven years. The St. Albans Rural Council, how- 
ever, claimed fixed rates for fifteen years. The Local Government 
Board has now ordered fixed rates for ten years. 


It has already been intimated, says the 7'imes, that a majority and a‘ 
minority report will be presented by the departmental committee 
appointed by the Home Secretary to inquire into the jury system. 
The reports were signed on Tuesday. The signatories to the majority 
report are Lord Mersey (chairman), Mr. E. Blackwell, Mr. Tufnell 
Burchell, Mr. R. 8. Gwynne, M.P., Mr. English Harrison, and My. 
Henry Hobhouse. This report recommends the limitation of the right 
to have a jury in civil actions. The minority report, which is signed 
by Mr. Snowden, M.P., Mr. Ellis Davies, M.P., and Judge Parry, 
recommends the abolition of special juries. 


In the House of Commons on the 7th inst. Mr. Cassel asked the 
Chancellor of the Exchequer whether the Inland Revenue Commis 
sioners, in assessing increment value duty, had hitherto allowed 10 per 
cent. of the original assessable site value under section 3 (5) of the 
Finance (1909-10) Act, 1910, or 10 per cent. of the original full site 
value; whether the method adopted had been in accordance with the 
recent judgment in the House of Lords; and, if not, whether it was 
proposed to rectify the error. Mr. Pretyman asked a similar question. 
The Chancellor of the Exchequer : The Commissioners have hitherto 
allowed 10 per cent. of the original assessable site value. The effect 
of the dicta contained in the judgment upholding the Commissioners’ 
contention as to minus site values on the interpretation of the section 
quoted is under consideration, but I am not yet in a position to state 
what course the Commissioners may be advised to take in the matter. 


The entertainment of the delegates, says the New York correspon 
dent of the 7'imes, to the conference to arrange for the celebration of 
the Peace Centenary began there on the morning of the 5th inst. in the 
City Hall, where they were welcomed by the American members of 
the conference, headed by the Mayor, Mr. Gaynor, and Mr. Alton 
Parker, chairman of the American committee. After an informal re 
ception, Mr. Gaynor made a brief speech, to which Lord Weardale, 
head of the British delegation, replied. Mr. Parker then welcomed the 
delegates on behalf of the American section and introduced Mr. C. de 
Bruyne, of Ghent, as chairman of the meeting. Sir Edmund Walker 
spoke on behalf of the Canadians, and Mr. E. H. Outerbridge on 
behalf of Newfoundland. After a luncheon given by the Pilgrims 
Society at the Waldorf, the delegates held their first business session 
for the purpose of appointing sub-committees and making general plans 
for the conference. 


** Solicitor,”’ writing to the Times from Bedford-row, on the 30th of 
April, says :—‘‘In September last the Government valuer served a 
provisional valuation on a client of mine in respect of a piece of un- 
developed building land. His figure was £1,750, which, according to 
expert advice obtained by the owner, was about 33 per cent. beyond 
the value, and meant an annual tax until development equal to nearly 
10 per cent. of the net income from the grazing. But as my client was 
naturally desirous of selling, and I pointed out that such a valuation 
would be in his favour as practically clearing the property of all risk 
of increment value duty, he decided to accept it. He has since sold 
by auction for £1,600, and considers it rather a good price. I put this 
forward as no isolated case, but as a concrete illustration of what 
must in the nature of such things be expected to occur, it being obvi- 
ously the object of the Government to get all they can from the 
undeveloped land duty, which is largely in arrear, and the only one 
of the three land value duties capable of producing anything worth 
counting on in the present circumstances. But what then is the value 
of this modern Doomsday valuation? ”’ 








Way Pay Rent! Take an Immediate Mortgage free in event of death 
from the Scorrisn Temperance Lire Assurance Co. (Liutrep). Repay- 
ments usually less than rent. Mortgage expenses paid by the Company. 
Prospectus from 3, Cheapside, E.C. ’Phone 6002 Bank.—Advt. 





The Propety Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sales. 
May 19.—Mesere, Weartenact & Geers, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground Rents 
(eee advertisement, page iii, this week). 


May 19.—Mr. Wx. Hovenrtow, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Building Estates, Houres, 
&c, (ses advertisement, page iii, this week). 

May 20.—Mosers. Desewnau, Tewsow, Ricuagpsow & Co., 7 the Mart, at 2: Free- 
hold Business Premises (see advertisement, back page, May 3 


May 21.—Messre. Trottors, at the Mart, at 2: Restieese (see advertisement, 
page iii, tnis week). 


Jone 2.—Messrs, Weaturratt & Gazex, at the Mart, at 2: Building Land (ses 
advertisement, page iii, this week). 

Jane 13.—Mesers. Weatneraty & Gerew, at Havant, at 3: Farms, Residences, &c, 
(see advertisement, page iii, this week). 

June 26,—Messrs. Weatueeatt & Geren, at East Grinstead, at 3: Freehold Land 
(see advertisement, page iii, this week). 

July 3.—Mesera. Dawret Surta, Son, & Oaxcey: Freehold Residential Estate, &. 
(see advertisement, back page, this week), 


Result of Sale. 


Reversions, Shares, &c. 


Mesars. H. E. Foster & Oranrretp held their usnal Fortnightly Periodical Sale 
of these interests, at the Mart, Tokenhouse-yard, E.C., on Thursday last, when the 
following Lota were sold, at the prices mentioned :— 


INTERBST IN FREEHOLD AND LEASEHOLD paar... Sold £225 
REVERSION to One-fourth of £15,000 oe Postponed. 
ABSOLUTE REVERSION to One-eighth of £3975 « ove eve ~ Held = 
LIFE INTEREST in Freehold prepenty one coe oe eee 

2,754 SHARES HENRY HEATH, ecco wee oe a a) ” £955 Tis. 6d. 








Winding-up Notices. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Lourrep rv Omawozer. 
London Gazette,—FRIDAY, May 2. 


ANGLO-FoREIGN Reviews, LtD.—Creditors are required, on or before June 9, to send in 
their names and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to E. A. Adcock, 
24, Coleman st, liquidator. 

BARNETT & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before May 20, to send their names 
and ad: ireases, and the ——t of | thetr debts or claims, to John W. Hirst, 28, 


Queen st, Albert sq, q or. 


Epmunps, WADDEN & Co, Len. —Ceetibers are required, on or before June 10, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to Maurice 
Jenks, 6, Old Jewry, liquidator. 


HAMMERSMITH BATHS AND WASHHOUSES Co, LTD.—Creditors are required,on or before 
June 11, to send in their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, to Lean & Taylor, 1, Verulam bidgs, Grays Inn. Lewis W. Taylor, Verulam 
bidgs, solor to the liquidators. 


HUMBER MUTUAL MARINE INSURANCE Socistr, Ltp (IN VOLUNTARY LIQUIDATION) — 
Creditors are required, on or before May 27, to send in their names and addresses, 
and the particulars of their debts or claims, to G. W. Townend, Goole, liquidator. 

MEDWAY MorToR AND ENGINEERING Co, LtpD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 31,to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to George Pepper, Pier Cbmbrs, Chatham, liquidator. 





UNLIMITED IN CHANCERY. 


TWELFTH LINCOLN AND LINCOLNSHIRE BUILDING Socrety.—All persons having claims 
against the above Society are requested to send particulars, on or tefore May 10, 10 
Edward Gash, 37, Silver st, Lincoln, Secretary. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY, 
London Gazette—TUESDAY, May 6. 


GERRARD PROPERTIES, LTD.—Petn for winding-up presented April 30, directed to be 
heard May 27. Davies & Co, 366, Strand, solors for the petnr. Notice of appearing 
must reach the above named not later than six o'clock in the afternoon of May 26. 


H. FRANKLIN & Co, Ltp.—Creditors are required, on or before June 7, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John Robinson 
Stephens, 78, Coleman st, liquidator. 


STEAMSHIP OWNERS UNDERWRITING ASSOCIATION, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or 
before June 9, to send their names and addresses, and the iculars of their 
debts or claims, to Frederick Gerard Van de Linde, 4, Fenchurch av, liquidator. 


VicToRIA PARK WHARF AND STORAGE Co, LTD.—Creditors are required, on or before 
May 17, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or 
claims, to William Hardy King, 13, Basinghall st, liquidator. 


Resolutions for Winding-up Voluntarily. 
London Gazette—FRIDAY, May 2. 


ADAMSON, RAMSBOTTOM & Co, LTD. 
EpwWArp Moors & Co, LTD. 

CARNEY & PE&ARN, LTD. 

LecrtHIN, LTD. 

EDMUNDS, WADDEN & Co, LTD. 

FEEDER ROAD TIMBER Co (1902), LTD, 
YVARDLEY-VERNON Co, LTD. 

ELECTRIC PLAYHOUSES SYNDICATE, LTD. 
Harrow Moror CARRIAGE Co, LTD, 
VAR MINES, Lrp. 

GIANT NEIGHBOR SYNDICATE, LTD. 
MINAS GREAES SYNDICATE, LTD. 
PINNER (BARROW Point) EsTaTEs, LTD. 
“CURACHO,” LTD. 

JOHNSTON WELLS & Moss, LTD, 

HILL STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 

W.G. Hammond & Co, Ltp. (Reconstruction. 





May 20.—-Mersrs, Dante Suita, Som & Oaxter: Freehold Residence (see adver- 
tisement, back page, this week). 


EMILE SHOR Co, LTD. 
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Santa FE AND CORDOVA GREAT SOUTHERN LAND Co, Lrp, 
UNITED FISHING Boat INSURANCE Co, Lp. 


London Gazette.—TUESDAT, May 6, 
BRADBURY, RINMAN & Co, LTD. 
Wits County CLUB, LTD. 
Miss Jay, LTD. 
WILLIAM HUNTER & Co, LTD. 
INDUSTRIAL LACE MANUFACTURING Co (NOTTINGHAM), LTD. 
Jomo TRADING Co, LTD. 
NUMBER 10 ACCRINGTON AND DISTRIO? INVESTMENT Co, LTD, 
PILWOOD SYNDICATE, LTD. 
VoLGa CASPIAN OIL CORPORATION, LTD. 
LLEWELLYN & BELL, LTD. 
SALTBURN BY THE SEA BRINE BATHS Co, LTD. 
QUEENS OF THE RIVER STEAMSHIP Co, LTD. 
HOTELS ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT SYNDICATE, LTD. 
Loypon Foop Propvucrs Co, LTp. 
OLYMPIA (MANCHESTER), LTD. 








Creditors’ Notices 
Under Estates in Chancery. 


Last Day or Cuarm. 
London Gazetie.—Fatpar, April 25, 
Jounson, Grorae Hewry, Primrose Hill, Liverpool, Contractor May 27 Beard v 
Johnson and Others, Joyce, J Layton, Liverpool 
London Gazette.—Tuxspay, April 29. 


Coates, Artaur Nance, Banbury, Oxford, Grocer May 22 Austin v Coates, Wa 
ringtoa and Sargant, JJ Stockton & C», Banbury 

Harrsr, Dawitrt, Holloway rd May 31 Jay v Garstin, Sargant, J Mars‘on & 
Robinson, Essex st, Strand 


London Gazette,—TUESDAY, May 6. 


Sean Sams Great Malvern, Worcester June 24 Thorpe v East, Eve, J Lambert, 

vern 

Ssit, Lovrsa. Mandeville p!, Mayfair June 14 Noble v Gilling ani Another, Jadge 
in Chambers, Room No 689, Royal Courts Willis, Chancery lane 





Under 22 & 23 Vict. cap. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 2. 


ARCHER, HARRY WILLIAM, Hemingford Abbots, Hunts, Insurance Agent May 21 
Watts & Co, St Ives, Hunts 

BAKER, MARY, Folkestone June30 Wightwick & Gardner, Folkestone 

BARLOW, JAMES HENRY, Harold rd,;\Upton Park, E sex Coal Merchant May 24 Walker 
& Battiscombe, Basinghal! st 

ao - ene MARY, Tollington pk, Islington June 9 Sydney, Renfrew rd, Lam 

nh 

BLACK, JAMES NORMAN, St Leonards on Sex May25 Wilmot & Hodge, Southport 

BoLToN, WILLIAM, Wolverhampton, Tin Plate Worker June 4 Hall, Wolverhampton 

BOYDELL, JOSHUA HowartTH, St Annes onthe Sea, Merchant Tailor June 14 Risque & 
Robson, Manchie:ter 

BROOK, EDWARD READ, Saffron Walden, Essex May 24 Ackland & Co, King st 
Saffron Walden 

BUCKLE, HERBERT STEWART, Colombo, Ceylon June 30 ‘Tyler, Clement's Inn 

BURTON, WILLIAM, Bournemouth June 2 Tattersall & Son, Bournemouth 

BUTCHER, EVERARD JOHN, St Albans, Herts, Dairyman June 12 Howland, Frederick's 
pl, Old Jewry 

BYRNE, JOHN MATTHEW, Catford, Kent Junel4 Bransbury, Pancras In 

CHARLESWORTH, JOSEPH, Methly, Yorks, Farmer June2 Lumb, Leeds 

CHAVASSE, Sir THOMAS FREDERICK, Birmingham June16 Pinsent & Co, Birmiogham 

CLIFF, ANNIE, Ellastone Mill, nr Ashbourne, Staffs June 1 Dobbs, Worcester 

COHEN, ELIAS, Leeds, Silk Mercer June7 Blackston, Leeds 

COOK, ANNIE, Bournemouth June21 Smythe & Co, Bournemouth 

CRICHTON, GEORGE, Chester le Street, Durham, Spirit Merchant May 31 Turnball, 
Durham 

CUNNINGHAM, TIMOTHY, Salford, Beer Retailer May 31 Desquesnes, Salford 

EVANS, ANN, Torquay June 11 Locker, Birmingham 

FLETCHER, ALFRtD CHUNE, The Charterhouse, Surgeon May 31 Lawrence & Mavyro, 
King’s Beuch walk. Temple 

ForD, JoSEPH, Ga nsborongh June 2 Robbs & Bell Gainsborough 

Fox, Gronex WILLIAM, Batley, Yorks May 31 Wilman, Batley 

GLASSMAN, ERNEST, Mickleover, Derby June 2 Walsh & Co, Oxford 

HALL, WILLIAM, Dovercourt, Essex May 28 Ward & Co, Harwich 

HAMILTON, CHARLOTTE SOPHIA BAILLIE, Devonport, Devon June2 Prance & Prance 
Plymouth ; 

HEAD, EDWARD JoHN, Rugby May 24 Seabroke & Son, Rugby 

HERBERT, ELLEN FRANCES, Cheltenham May 31 Heath & Eckersall, Cheltenham 

> a FRancts JonzEs, Victoria st, Westminster May 31 Norton & Co, Old 

8 


HOLMES, METHUSALEM, Holywell, Flint June1 Cope & Co, Holywell 
monruas, > WILLIAM MACDONALD, Whitchurch, Salop Junel White & Co, White- 
P 





Hooper, ANNIE KATRINE, Clifton, Bristol June 9 Osborne & Co, Bristol 

HUBBARD, THOMAS, Offton, Suffolk, Farmer June2 Hayward & Son, Stowmarket 

JAMES, HENRY GEORGE, Bridgend June 30 Stockwood & Williams, Bridgend 

JANES, MARY ANN SUSANNAH, Northampton May 80 Beeke & Co, Northampton 

JEFFRIES, BENJAMIN, Cheltenham Junel Winterbotham & Co, Cheltenham 

JOHNSON, WILLIAM, Sutton, St. Helens, Lancs Junel5 Tickle, St. Helens 

JONES, FRANCIS, Newhall, Derby, Builder May 14 Dewes & Musson, Ashby de la 
Zouch 

JoNnES, ROWLAND, Caerhun, Carnarvon, Farmer June 1 Thomas, Llanrwst 

KNIGHT, THOMAS SCHOLEY, St Mark's cres, Regent's Park, Master Mariner June 1 

- Brash & Co, Paternoster row 

LEE, CHARLES, Sheffield June5 Watson & Co, Sheffleld 

LLOYD, GEORGE JORDAN. Birmingham June 16 Pinsent & Co, Birmingham 

MARRIOTT, WILLIAM, Shepherd’s Bush rd May 31 Golding & Co, Cannon st 

Massy, CATHERINE FRANCES, Tenby, Pembroke May 31 Booth & Co, Southimpton sts 
Bloomsbury 

MILSON, GEORGE. Wakefield June1 Harrison & Co, Wakefield 

MUCKLOW, MARY BALDERSTONE, Bude, Cornwall Junel4 Peter & Peter, Holsworthy 

MURRAY, SARAH ELIZABETH, Deal, Kent May 31 Brown & Brown, Deal 

NEWTON, MARY JANS EMMA, Brockley June 11 Burton & Son, Bank Chmbrs, Black- 
friars rd 

NUTTER, WILLIAM JAMES, Manchester June 6 Griffiths-Lewis, Manchester 

OLNEY, GRACE ETHEL, Thrale Hall, Surrey June 1 Clark, Gresham st 

PAINE, MARY ISABELLA, Norwich June 1 Dalston & Co, Southampton bidgs, Bloomse 
bury sq 

PAPINI, Gvrpo, Clarence bldgs, Kentish Town May 9 Oppenheimer & Co, Copthall av 

PEARSE, ANNIE, Sutton, Surrey June1l Burton & Son, Bank Chmbrs, Blackfriars rd 

PEARSON, EDWARD, Farsley, York, Plumber May 31 Wilson, Leeds 

Prerce, ELL’s, Carnarvon, Bookseller Junel Jones, Llanrwst 

PLATT, WILLIAM HENRY, Union st, Borough, Brushmaker June 11 Burton & Son, 
Bank Chmbrs, Blackfriars rd 

RADMALL, HENRY IRVING, Camomile st, Provision Merchant June 2 Hubbard & Co» 
Cannon st 

RATCLIFFE, GEORGE, Birmingham, Chemist June 7 Jeffrey & Co, Birmingham 

REDFORD, GEORGE, Sempringham, Lincolu, Farmer June 10 Smith & Co, Horbling 
Folkingham 

RICE, RACHEL, Greit Suffolk st, Southwark June 9 Sydney, Renfrew rd, Lambeth 

ROBERTS, WILLIAM. Trefriw, Carnarvon, Farmer Junel Jones, Llanrwst 

ROBINSON, GWENLLIAN, Holland rd, Kensington May 31 Walpole & Co, Sackville st 

ROE, THOMAS MASON, Idle, Yorks, Farmer May 14 Atkiason, Shipley 

ROGERS, JULIA SUSANNA, Belsize pk, Hampstead June6 Gard & Co, Gresham bidgs, 
Basinghall st 

ROYLE, FANNY, Bournemouth June 1 Mooring & Co, Bournemouth 

Simcox, ELIZABETH GROSVENOR, Laurel rd, Wimbledon June 16 Pinsent & Co, Bir- 
mingham 

SMITH, FRANCES MARY ANNE CUSACK, Hove, Sussex May 31 Hunter & Haynes, New aq, 
Lincoln's inn 

STEEL, FRANK, Liverpool June 14 Melly, Liverpool 

SUTTON, DoroTHY HENRIETTA, SyJenham, Kent June 16 Collyer-Bristow & Cc, Bed- 


ford row 
USHER, ROBERT, Leamington Spa, Provision Dealer June 8 Passman, Leamington Spa 


WELCH, JoserH, Goulton rd, Lower Clapton, Market Gardener Junel Sheffield & Co» 
St Swithin’s In : 

WERE, ELIZABETH, Hove, Sussex May12 Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury sq 

WHICHELO, ARTHUR GEORGE, Bournemouth June 10 Lydall & Sons, John st, Bed- 


ford row 
WILHELM, * JAKon, Gutter In, Cheapside, Manufacturers’ Agent May 28 Morton & 


Patterson, Old Jewry chmbrs 

WILLETT, EuizaA AvaustA, Farquhar rd, Upper Norwood May 21 Green & Charles, 
Worthing 

WILLIAMS, JAMES RuMsEy, Carnarvon June 7 Allanson & Co, Carnarvon 

WRENCH, Ronert GEORGE KENSINGTON, Winchester June 7 Warner & Kirby 


Winchester ° 


W ROK, ELIZABETH, Cheadle, Hulme, Chester June 5 Brooks, Stockport 
YATES, WILLIAM, Shepperton on Thames June 2 Ascroft, Preston 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 6. 


BAGULEY, HENRY BINGHAM, Sale, Chester, Coppersmith, June 9 Hall, Manchester 

BAGWELL, WILLIAM, Billericay, Essex June 7 Bradshaw & Waterson, Finsbury sq 

BECK, Harry, Leigham Court rd, Streatham June 5 London & Carpenter, Budge 

row 

BELL, STUART JOHN, Church Stretton, Race Horse Trainer June 4 Jackson, Carlisle 

BERRA, JAMES WALTER, Southport June 15 Smith & Co, Manchester 

BLAKE, ~~ gy BLOOMFIELD, Angles rd, Streatham June 24 Brown & Co, Finsbury 
pym 

BOLTON, JOHN, Fulwood, Preston May 31 Topping, Blackpool 

BRANCH, GILBERT CoURT, Pensford, Somerset, Cattle Dealer June 30 Williams & 
Watts, Bristol 

CANN, WILLIAM, Bideford, Devon June 24 Goaman, Bideford 

CARPENTER, MARGARET JANE,Croydon June 5 Lendon & Carpenter, Budge row 


CARRINGTON, Major-General Sir FREDERICK, KCB, KCMG, Perrotts Brook, nr Cirencester 
June 30 Hores & Co, Lincoln's inn field 


CARTWRIGHT, ELIZA ANNE, Easebourne June3 Jobnson & Clarence, Midburst 

CHAMBERS, JoHN, Yate, Glos, Coalminer June 9 Bush & Bush, Bristol 

Cripps, CATHERINE CHARLOTTE, Tunbridge Wells June 24 Cripps & Co, Tunbridge 
Wells 


CRUMP, MARY, Worcester May 16 Whatley, Shenstone, Malvern 

DALTREY, HENRY ALFRED, Ilford, Essex June 16 Langford & Redfern, Moorgate 
station chmbrs, Moorfields 

DAVIES, Rev DANIEL, Blaenpennual, Card'gan May 81 Watkins, Lampeter 

Davy, — MARY, Clanricarde gdns June 17 Wilkinson & Marshall, Newcastle 
upon Tyne 


| 
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DRAKE, DANigL, Norwich, Mineral Water Manufacturer June 1 Francis & Back 
Norwich 

ELLs, THOMAS EDWARD, Halifax, Architect May 17 Jubb & Co, Halifax 

GATHERGOOD, MARY ELIZABETH, Attleborough, Norfolk June 1 Hi‘l & Perks, Nor 
wich 

GopDARD, Henry, Windsor Junel2 Thicknesse & Hull, Little College st, Westminster 

GODSELL, GERTRUDE BEATRICE, Gloucester June 6 Champney & Co, Gloucester 

Gore, ABRAHAM, Brighton June2 Nye & Donne, Brighton 

GRIFFITHS, THOMAS, Great College st, Dairyman June 16 Lewis, Chancery In 

Guy, Lovisa, Ryde, lof W May 31 Thirkel!l, Ryde 

Hakt, JosEpu, Burbage rd, Dulwich, Outfitters’ Manager June 23 Sweetland & Green- 
hill, Cullum st 

HOLMES, Dinan Frances, Holywell, Flinta Junel Cope & Co, Holywell 

KERRY, JoserH WILLIAM, Jackadale, Nottingham, Grocer June2i J & W H fale & Son, 

rb: 

LEE ps ‘atherts pnp, Lancs May 24 Doctson, Leigh 

Lewis, Henry, Chadwick rd, Peckham Jnne6 Cawley, South sq, Gray's inn 

PALMER, HARRIET, Heigham, Norwich June 1 Francis & Back, Norwich ~ 

PERRY, ALFRED, Wick, Glos, Farmer June9 Bush & Bush, Bristol 


Pink, KATE, Long Ditton, Surrey June5 Sherrard & Sons, Kingston on Thames 

PornTFR, WILLIAM HENRY, Venner rd, Sydenham, Kent June 7 Greig, Newlands pk, 
Sydenham 

RICHES, HENRY CHARLES, He'gham, Norwich June1 Francis & Back, Norwich 

RoGAN, JosepH, Prestwich, nr Manchester June 4 Lea, Manchester 


SCHWARTZE, EvGENE, Lordship In, East Dulwich, Merchant June 4 Close & Co, 
Bloomsbury sq 


SHIvPERBOTTOM, ELLEN, Bolton July2 H ustoun, Duchy of Lancaster Office 

SKERRY, FLORENCE CAROLINE, Dartmouth Park hill, Kentish Town June7 Stow &Co, 
Lincoln's inn fields 

SWAIN, JAMES WILLIAM, Leamington Sp: June 9 Passman, Leamington Spa 

THRELFALL, JOHN CHARLES, Oxten, Birkenhead May 21 Hosking, Liverpool 

TILSON, WILLIAM, Beverley, Yorks June 3 Hodge, Hengate, Beverley 

TLsoN, ANNIE, Beverley, Yorks June 3 Hodge, Hengate, Beverley 

TURNER, MARGARET, Sellack, Hereford June 24 Davies, Ross 

ULicK, the Most Hon Henry, F.fth Marquess of Sligo, Eccleston sq May 31 Trower & 
Co, New sq, Lincoln's inn 

Witson, THOMAS, York June 20 Wood, York 

WRIGHT, DANIEL, Upper Clapton, Mantle Manufacturer Juneé James, Finsbury eq 








OLpROYD, JoHN EDWARD, 


Bankruptcy Notices. Painter Dewsbury Pet April 26 Ord April 26 


PENNELL, THOMAS, Burton, Westmorland, Butcher 
Kendal Pet Feb15 Ord April 24 

RAMSAY, ARTHUR WILLIAM 
Stoke Newington, Surveyor High Court Pet April 24 


London Gazette. —TUESDAY, April 29. 


ADJUDICATIONS, Ord Apr 1 24 

ALDCROFT, WILLIAM, Manchester, Poultry Salesman 
Manchester Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

ATKINSON, MARSDEN, Manchester, Motor Engineer 
Manchester Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

BIRKINSHAW, WILLIAM KNIGHTON, Sheffield, Pork Butcher 
Sheffield Pet April 26 Ord April 26 


Gloucester Pet April 26 


April 24 


April 24 Ord April 24 
BROWN, Percy CHARLES, Luton, Straw Hat Manufac 


lerton Pet April 24 Ord April 24 


REYNOLDS, JOHN, Ebbw Vale, Mon, Baker Tredegar 
Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

RYDER, CHARLES JAMéES, Elmore, nr Gloucester, Baker 

Ord April 26 

SCHNEIDER, Jacon, Nutf rd pl, Edgware rd, Baker High 
Court Pet Mar7 Ord April 24 

Simpson, Last WILLIAM, Jamaica rd, Bermondsey, General 

BOND, WILLIAM AMES, Donnerville, nr Wellington, Salop, Dealer High Court Pet April 23 Ord April 23 
Commercial Traveller Shrewsbury Pet April26 Urd | Stack, JoHN HENRY, Sheffield, Draper Sheffield Pet 


THOMPSON, ALBERT ARTHUR, Luton, Commervial Traveller 
turer Luton Pet April 26 Ord April 26 Luton Pet April 21 Ord April 25 
CARR, SAMUEL, Danby Wiske, Yorks, Farmer Northe! | Tow.z, Percy, New Sawley, Derby, Lace Manufacturer 
Derby Pet Mari13 Ord April 25 


sirkenshaw, Yorks, Master crew, ALBERT B, Westleigh, nr Burlescombe, Devon, 


Baker Taunton Pet April 18 Ord April 30 

DAVIES, DAVID REfs, Rhymney, Mon, Grocer ‘Tredegar 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

DENTON, ALBERT SHARMAN, Brigstock, nr Thrapston, 
Northampton, Farm Manager, &c Peterborough Pet 
April 15 Ord April 25 

DOLMAN, THOMAS WILLIAM, Burton on Trent, Butcher's 
Assistant Burton on Trent Pet April 29 Ord 
Apr.l 29 

ELMS, ARTHUR, Holbeach, Saddler King’s Lynn Pet Mar 
27 Ord April 28 

FAUTIER, MAURICE, Page st, Westminster, Motor Engineer 
High Court Pet Feb 3 Ord April 25 

GRAHAM, ARTHUR, Clifton, nr Penrith, Cumberland, Cattle 
Dealer Carlisle Pet April 16 Ord April 29 

HALLMARK, WILLIAM HENRY, Chester, Carriage Proprietor 
Ch ster Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

HAMMER, EDWARD, Berkeley mews, Connaught sq, Motor 
Engiveer High Court Pet April 30 Ord Apri! 30 

JAMES, OLIVER, Thomastown, Tonyrefail, Glam, Under- 


Wootton, Allerton rd, 





DUCKWORTH, GkOKGE, Manchester, Pork Butcher Man- 
chester Pet April 18 Ord April 25 

FORRER, CHARLES LESLIE DUNCAN, Regent st, Clerk High 
Court Pet Mari Ord April 23 

GOODMAN, SOLOMON, Merthyr Tydfil, Baker Merthyr 
Tydfil Pet April 23 Ord April 23 

Gorer, Lewis, Priory rd, West Hampstead High Court 
Pet Jan 3 Ord aprii 25 

HARTLAND, ERNEST WILLIAM, Stapenhill, Derby, Fruit 
Salesman Burton on Trent Pet April 25 Ord 
April 25 

HEINEMANN, AUGUSTIN, Easton, Bristol, Watch Repairer 
Bristol Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

HOFFMANN, SaAMUBL, Featherstone bldgs. Holborn, Mer- 
chant High Court Pet Jan 28 Ord April 25 

Hows, ARTHUR. Kingston upon Hull, Lighterman King- 
ston upon Hull Pet April26 Ord April 26 

HOWELL, CHARLES WILLIAM, City rd High Court Pet 
Jan 2 Ord April 25 

LENNOX, CLAUDE HENRY MAITLAND, Chichester Brighton 
Pet Jan 25 Ord April 24 

MACDONNELL, HvoeH EDWARD EDMUND, Cornwall gdns, 
Kensington H gh Court Pet Jan 23 Ord Aprii 23 

MARRIS, WALTER, Norwich, Baker Norwich Pet April 
7 Ord April 26 

MAY, WALTER, Grays, Essex, Baker High Court Pet 
Feb12 Ord April 23 

NOAD, CHARLES AUGUSTUS, Carey st, Linc»ln’s Inn, Law 
Stationer High Court Pet Maré Ord April 26 





WESTON, OLIVER, Croydon, Public-house Broker Croydon 
Pet April 1¢ Ord April 19 

WHITEHEAD, GrorGE, Lancaster, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturer Preston Pet April 25 Ord April 25 

WILKES, ARTHUR, Dudley, Butcher Dudley Pet April 5 
Ord April 26 

WILKES, JAMES EDWARD, Chadderton, Lanes, Carter 
Oldham Pet April 24 Ord April 24 

WINTER, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Portsmouth, Builder 
Portsmouth Pet April 24 Ord April 24 


Amended Notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of April 11: 


HODKINSON, FRANK, Cheltenham, Coach Builder Chelten- 
ham Pet April 9 Ord Aprii 9 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, May 2. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


BLACKMAN, ARTHUR, Watton, Norfolk, Hotel Keeper 
Norwich Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

BUCKINGHAM, HENRY RICHARD, Jewin ~- Hat Manu- 
facturer High Court Pet Feb 4 Ord April 29 

CHANCE, THOMAS GopDWIN, Newnham, Glos, Solicitor 
Gloucester Pet April 20 Ord April 3) 


ComBE, GEOFFREY, Allershot Guildfurd Pet April 8 | 


Ord Aprii 29 


ground Haulier Pontypridd Pet April 29 Ord April 
29 


JAMESON, GEORGE, St Helens, Lancs, Cabinet Maker 
Liverpool Pet April9 Ord April 29 

Jones, ALFRED ENOOH, Handsworth, Birmingham 
Birmingham Pet Mar 29 Ord April 28 

Jongs, THOMAS, Dilling rd, Hammersmith High Court 
Pet Aprill Ord April 30 

Levy, LAWRENCE ABRAHAM, Goldhawk rd, Hammersmith 
Tailor High Court Pet April5 Ord April 26 

MERRIMAN, JOSEPH, Ton Pentre, Glam, ; Underground 
Haulier Pontypridd Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

MoRGAN, JAMES, Middlesbrough, Wiredrawer Middles- 
brough Pet April 29 Ord April 79 

Voss, HENRY NATHAN, Surbiton, Surrey,Tailor Kingston 
Pet April 9 Ord April 29 

NANNESTAD, WILLIAM, Crosby, Lincs, Slater Great 
Grimsby Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

PEACOCK, CHARLES EDWARD, Kingston upon Hull, Chemist 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Apri! 15 Ord April 28 

PEARSE, JOHN, Newton Abbot, Devon, Dairyman Exster 
Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

PFEFERBLOOM, ISIDORE, and MORRIS FINE, Victoria Park 
rd, and Fuller st, Bethnal Green, Costume Manufact- 
urers High Court Pet April9 Ord April 30 

PickUP, CHARLE3 HENRY, Belfast, Ireland, Chipned 
Potato Dealer Burnley Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

RENISON, MATTHEW ANDREW, Heaton Moor, Lance 
Director of a Limited Company Stockport Pet April 

! 11 Ord April 39 

















THE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND GUARANTEE 


MoOooRGaTE 


FUND, LIMITED, 


ESTABLISHED In 18980. 


SrTERamT, LomNPpowm, 


B.S. 


LICENSES INSURANCE. 
SPECIALISTS IN ALL LICHNSING MATTERS. 
Upwards of 750 Appeals to Quarter Sessions have been conducted under the direction and supervision of the Corporation. 
Suitable Clauses for insertion in Leases or Mortgages of Licensed Property, Settled by Counsel, will be sent on 


POOLING INSURANCE. 


application. 


The Corporation also insures risks in connection with 


FIRE, CONSEQUENTIAL LOSS, 


BURCLARY, WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, FIDELITY CUARANTEE, THIRD PARTY, &c., under 
a perfeoted Profit-sharing system. 
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RICHARDS, ELIzABETH, Teignmouth, Furniture Dealer 
Exeter. Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

RicdakDSON, THomMas ARcHER, Kingston upon Hull, 
Late Builder Kingston upon Hull Pet April 29 
Ord April 29 

Ross, JOHN, High rd, Wood Green, Off Licence Holder 
Edmonton Pet April 80 Ord April 30 

SNELL, JANE, Torpoint, Cornwalt Plymouth Pet April 
29 Ord Avril 29 

VAUGHAN, FREDERICK Lewis, Tottenham Court rd, 
Gentleman High Court Pet Jan 7 Ord April 24 

Wain, JosEpH, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet Apri: 29 Ord 
April 29 

WALL, JoHN, Worcester,Seedsman Worcester Pet April 
30 Ord April 30 

WEBBER, ALBERT EDWARD, Torquay, Veterinary Surgeon 
Exeter Pet April7 Ord April 29 


RECEIVING ORDER RESCINDED.‘ 


BAGNELL, WILLIAM GERALD, Tidworth, Andover, Hants 
Sal.sbary Rec Ord Mar27 Res: April 29 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Beech, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Fenton. Stoke on Trent, Coal 
Merchant May il4atil.30 Off Rec, King st, New- 
castle, ~taffs 

BIRKINSHAW, WILLIAM KNIGHTON, Sheffield, Pork 
Butcher May 15 atl O/f Ree, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Brows, PERCY CHARLES, Luton, Straw Hat Manufac- 
turer May 10 at12 Off Rec, The Parade, Northamp 


ton 

BUCKINGAM, HENRY RICHARD, Jewin cres, Hat Manufac. 
tarer May i4at1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

CaRR, SAMUEL, Danby, Wiske, Yorks, Farmer May 15 
at 11 North Eastern Hotel, Darlington 

Cox, WILLIAM HONEYFIELD, Tarrant Monkton, Blandford, 
Dorset, Swallholder May 13at12.30 Off Rec, City 
chmbrs, Catherine st, Salisbury 

DUCKERING, CHARLES, Gainsborough, Lincs, P:umber May 
13 at 12.30 10, Bank st, Lincoin 

HAMMER, EDWARD, Berkeley mews, Connau cht sq, Motor 
Engineer May 15 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

HARTLAND, ERNEST WILLIAM, Stapenh:ll, Derby, Fruit 
Salesman May 1l0atl11 Uff Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park s’, 
Nottingham 

JaMES, OLIVER, Tonyrefail, Glam, Underground Haulier 
May 15 at 11.15 Off Rec, st Catherine’s chmbrs, St 
Catherine st, Pontypridd 

JonES, THOMAS, Walling rd, Hammersmith, May 15 at 12 

kruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Kirton, THOMAS, Leigh, Lancs, Practical J-weller May 
l0at1l Off Rec, 19, Exchange st, Bolton 

LEVERTON, WALTER, Surfleet, Lincoln, Thrashing Machine 
Worker May 10 at1145 White Hart Hotel, Spalding 

Levy, LAWRENCE ABRAHAM, Goldnawk rd, Hammersmith, 
Tailor May 15 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

MERRIMAN, JOSEPH, Yon Pentre, Glam, Underground 
Haulier May 15 at 11.45 Off Rec, St Catherine's 
chmbrs, St Catherine st, Pontypridd 

OLDROYD, JOHN EDWARD, Birkenshaw, Yorks, Master 
Painter May 10 at 10.30 Off Rec, Bank chmbrs, 
Corporation st, Dewsbury 

PEACOCK, CHARLES EDWARD, Kingston upon Hull, Chemist 
May 14 at 11 Off Rec, York City Bank chmbrs, Low- 
gate, Hull 

PEAR-E, JOHN, Newton Abbot, Devon, Dairyman May 14 
atl1.:0 Off Rec, 9, Bedford cir, Exeter 

PYEFERBLOOM, ISIPORE, and MorRIS Fink, Victoria Park 
rd, Costume Manufacturers May 15 at 11 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Pickup, CHARLES HENRY, Belfast, Ireland, Chipped 
Potato De:ler May 10at11 Off Rec, 13, Winckley st, 
Preston 

RICHARDS, ELIZABETH, Teignmou‘h, Furniture Dealer 
May 14 at 11.45 O#f Rec, 9, Bedford circus, Exeter 

RicdaARDSON, THOMAS ARCHER, Kiog-ton-upon-Hull, Late 
Builder May 14 at 12 Off Rec, York City Bank 
chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

RUSSELL, ASHLEY EDWARDS, Southport, Mantle Manu- 
facturer May 10 at 11 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 
chester 

RYDER, CHARLES JAMES, Elmore, nr Gloucester, Baker 
May 10 at lz Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

SLACK, JOHN HENRY, Sheffield, Draper May 15 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 


STURGES, HENRY, Southsea, Bootmaker May li at 3 
Off Rec, Cambridge Junction, H.gh st, Portsmouth 

VAUGHAN, FREDERICK Lewis, Tottenham Court rd May 
15 at 12 Bankruptcy b.dgs, Carey st 

WarsBy, ARTHUR ROBéRT, Hrierley Hill, Staffs, Grocer 
May 15 at l2 Off Rec, 1, Priory st, Da» ley 

WH.TEHEAD, GEORGE, Lancaster, Mineral Wat>r Manufac- 
turer May 10 at 11.3) Of Rec, 13, Winckley st, 
Preston 

WILKES, ARTHUR, Dudley, Butcher May 15 at 11.30 Off 
Rec, 1, Priory st, Dudley 

WINTER, FREDERICK WILLIAM, Sietsnenth Builder May 
13 at3 Of Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

WRIGHT, WILFRED, and WALTER WILFRED WRIGHT, Shef- 
field, Confectioners May 15 at12 Off Rec, Figtree lu‘ 
Sheffield 


ADJUDICATIONS 


BLACKMAN, ARTHUR, Watton, Norfolk, Hotel Keeper 
Norwich Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

BURGESS, GERALD PHILIP REID, Great James st, Bedford 
row, Solicitor High Court Pet Jan 16 Ord April 29 

CARTWRIGHT, GREGORY, Penn, Staffs, Farmer Wolver- 
hampton Pet April 7 Ord April 28 

CHANCE, THOMAS GODWIN, Newnham, Glos, Solicitor 
Gloucester Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

CLAY, BARNARD AUGUSTINE, Cambridge High Court Pet 
Mar 14 Ord April 29 

DAVIES, DAVID REES, Rhymney, Mon, Grocer Tredegar 
Pet April 29 Ord April x9 

Dorper, GEORGE, Arzoed, Mon, Builder Tredegar Pet 
April 2 Ord April 60 

DOLMAN, THOMAS WILLIAM, Burton on Trent, Butcher's 
Assistant Burton on Trent Pet April29 Ord April 
29 

GREEN, DEMETRIUS FREDERICK EDWARD JOSEPH, Pem- 
bridge rd, Notting Hill Gate High Court Pet Feb 
18 Ord April 28 

HALLMARK, WILLIAM Henry. Chester, Carriage Pro- 
prietor Chester Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

HAMMER, EDWARD, Berkeley mews, Connaught sq. Motor 
Evgineer High Court Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

JAMES, OLIVER, Tonyrefail, Glam, Underground Haulier 
Pontypridd Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

JAMESON, GEORGE, St Helens, Lancs, Cabinet Maker 
Liverpool Pet April 9 Ord April 29 

KNIGHT, MAURICE H, Poland st, Oxford st High Court 
Pet Feb 24 Ord April 30 

LEIGH, ERNEST EDWARD, Cityrd High Court Pet Feb 26 
Ord April 30 

MAUDE, VICTOR, St James's st High Court Pet Nov 19 
Ord April 30 

MERRIMAN, JosEPH, Ton Pentr>, Glam, Underground 
Haulier Pontypridd Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

MORGAN, JAMES, Middlesbrough, Wiredrawer Middles 
brouzh Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

NANNESTAD, WILLIAM, Crosby, Lincs, Slater Great 
Grimsby Pet April 28 Ord April 28 

PEACOCK, CHARLES EDWARD, Kingston upon Hull, Chemist 
Kingston upon Hull Pet April 15 Ord April 3) 

PEARSE, JOHN, Newton —, Devon, Dairyman Exeter 
Pet April 28 Ord April «8 

Pickup, CHARLES HENRY, Burnley,  _ Potato Dealer 
Burnley Pet April 28 Ord April 2 

RICHARDS, ELIZABETH, Teignmouth, Niciihions Dealer 
Exeter Pet April28 Ord April 28 

RICHARDSON, THOMAS ARCHER, Kingston upon Hull 
Kingston upon Gull Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

Ross, JoHN, High rd, Wood Green, Off-licence Holder 
Edmonton Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

SNELL, JANE, Torpoint,Cornwall Plymouth Pet April 29 
Ord April 29 

VaIL, WILLIAM, and WILLIAM JAMES SHORE, St Albans, 
Herts, Builders, &c St Albans Pet April 14 Ord 


April 30 

WAIN, JOSEPH, Leeds, Builder Leeds Pet April 29 Ord 
April 29 

WALL, JOHN, ype Seedsman Worcester Pet April 
30 Ord April 30 








204th Year of the Office. The 


\ 





Copead (rom Paley dated LR 





Oldest Insurance Office in the World 
Heap Orrice: 


| ‘ FIRE OFFICE 
FOUNDED 1710, 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., & 
Insurances effected on the following risks :— 


FIRE DAMAGE. 


RESULTANT LOSS OF RENT AND PROFITS. 
EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY and 
WORKMEN’S COMPENSATION, | 

including ACCIDENTS TO | BURGLARY, 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 








| PLATE GLASS, 
FIDELITY GUARANTEE. 





Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 
A, W. COUSINS, District Manager. 





Londm Gazette.—TUESDAY, May 6. 
RECEIVING ORDERS, 


BARRELL, NATHAN, Nayland, Suffolk, Coal Merchant 
Colchester Pet May 1 Ord May 1 

BELL, WILLIAM ANDERSON, Redhill, Stationer Croydon 
Pet May 1 Ord Mayl 

BERREY, ANN ELIZABETH, Middlesbrough, Fruiterer 
Middlesbrough Pet April 29 Ord April 29 

BRIGDEN, LEONARD, Norwood, Surrey, Corn Merchant 
Croydon Pet Mar 17 Ord April 30 

BULLOCK, HENRY, Worcester, Cycle Agent Worcester 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

EMMERSON, JOHN BELL, int JOHN WILLIAM RICHARDSON, 
South Bank, York, Mineral Water Manufacturers 
Middlesbrough Pet May 1 Ord May 1 

FENNER, CHARLES EDWIN, Ashley pl, Westminster 
Stockbroker High Court Pet April 19 Ord May 2 

GARDINER & SON, J D Salisbury st, Bermondsey, Cora 
Merchants High Court Pet April 10 Ord May 2 

GARSIDE, JOHN GUDGER, Linthwaite, nr Huddersfield, 
Carrier Huddersfield Pet May3 Ord May 3 

Gre, THOMAS, Denton, Lancs, Colliery Agent Ashton 
under Lyne Pet May3 Ord May 3 

Hia@s, JAMES, Penygraig, Glam, Greengrcer Pontypridd 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 

KIRBY, WILLIAM, Campden H use rd, Kensington High 
Court Pet April9 Ord April 30 

MACK, JAMES FRANCIS, Brimington, Derby, +7 ie 
Merchant Chesterfield Pet May 3 Ord May 

MOLE, WALTER SYDNEY, Staplehurst, Kent, ee 
Traveller Maidstone Pet May 1 Ord May lL 

PAGE, AMY 38, Lupus st, St Georgessq Hign Court Pet 
April 10 Ord May 2 

SAYERS, SAMUEL, Hove, Sussex Brighton Pet April 12 
Ord May 1 

SAYERS, WILLIAM WARWICK, Hove, Su‘sex, Gentleman 
Bnghton Pet Aprili2 Ord May 1 

SMITH, ROBERT GRAHAM, Luton, Farmer Luton Pet May 1 
Ord Mayl 

TAYLOR, HORACE CLOUGH, Leicester, 
Leicester Pec Aprii 25 Ord May 1 

THOMPSON, JOHN, Castleford, Yorks, Builder Wakefield 
Pet May 1 Ord Mayl 

TWITCHEN, CHARLES ARTHUR, The Promenade, Golders 
Green, Grocer Barnet Pet April 3 Ord May 1 

WATKINS, EDGAR JONES, Bristol, Stationer Bristol Pet 
May z Ord May 2 

WILLIAMS, THOMAS, Ellesmere Port, Chester, Stonen ason 
Birkenhead Pet April 30 Ord April 30 

YATES, JOHN, Hulewood, Lancs, Farmer Liverpool Pet 
April 24 Ord May 1 


Land Agent 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


BELL, WILLIAM ANDERSON, Redhill, Stationer May 15 at 
2.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

BERKEY, ANN ELIZABETH, Middlesbrough May 16 at 
11.30 Off Rec, Court chmbrs, Alberc rd, Middles- 
brough 

BLACKMAN, ARTHUR, Watton, Norfolk, Hotel Keeper 
May l4at 1 Off Rec, 8, King st, Norwich 

BRIGDEN, LEONARD, Mitcham, Surrey, Corn Merchant 
May 14 at 11.8) 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge rd 

DAVIES, DavYID ReEe#s, Khymney, Mon, Grocer May 14 at 
11 Off, Rec, 144, Commercial st, Newport, Mon 

DENTON, ALBERT SHARMAN, Brigstock, nr Thrapston, 
Northams, Farm Manager May 14 at 12.45 White 
Hart Hotel, Thrapston 

DOLMAN, THOMAS WILLIAM, Bu:ton on Trent, Butchers’ 
Assistant May 15at12 Off Rec, 4, Castle pl, Park st, 
Nottingh m 

Dovey, HakkyY, Ringwood, Hants, Builder May 15 at 12.30 
Off Rec, City chmbrs, Uatherine st, Salisbury 

FAUTIER, MAURICE, Page st, Westminster, Motor 
Engineer May 16 at 1 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FENNER, CHARLES EpWIN, Ashley pl, Westminster, Stock- 
broker May l4ati1l Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

FILES, WILLIAM JAMES, Deal, Kent, Gas Fi.ter May 14 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 6sa, Castie st, Canterbury 

GARDINER, J D & SON, Salisbury st, Bermondsey, Corn 
Merchants May 16 at 12 Baukruptcy bidgs, Carey 
st “ 

GrRirfitHs, GEORGE, Nottingham, Cabinet Maker 
May 15 at 11 “Uit Rec, 4, Vastle pl, Park st, Notting- 


ham 

HALLMARK, WILLIAM HENRY, Chester, Carriage Proprie- 
tor May 15 atl2 Crypt chmbrs, Chester 

HEINEMANN, AUGUSTIN, Easton, bristol, Jeweller May 14 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 26, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Hiagas, JAMES, Penygraig, Glam, Greengrocer May 16 at 
11.15 Off Rec, St Catherine's chmbrs, St Catherine 
st, Ponty pridd 

Kresy, WILLIAM, Campden House rd, Kensington May 
16 at 11 Bankruptcy bidgs, ('arey st 

MOLE, WALTER SYDNEY, Staplehurst, Kent, Commercial 
Traveller May 21 at 10 9, King st, Maidstone 

MORGAN, JAMES, Middlesbrough, Wire Drawer May 16 at 
12 Uff Rec, Vou:t chmbrs, Albert rd, Middlesbrough 

Moss, HENRY NATHAN, Surbiton, Surrey, Tailor May 14 
at il 132, Yorkrd, Westminster Bridge 1d 

NANNESTAD, WILLIAM, Crosby, Lincs, Slater May 14 at 
10 Off Rec, St Mary’s chmbrs, Great Grim:-by 

Pas, AMY 8, Lupus st, St George’ssq May 15at1 Bank- 
ruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

SNELL, JANE, TOrpoint, Cornwall May 15 at 3.30 7, 
Buckland ter, Plymouth 

THOMPSON, JOHN, Castleford, Yorks, Builder May 15 at 
11 Off Rec, 21, King st, Wakefield 

TWITCHEN, CHARLES ARTHOR, The Promenade, Golders 
Green, Grocer May 20at3 Off Rec, 14, Bedford row 

WAIN, JOSEPH, Leeds, Builder May 19at 3 Off Rec, 24 
bond st, Leeds 

YATES, JoHN, Halewood, Lancaster, Farmer May 15 at 11 
Off Rec, Union Marine bidgs, 11, Dale st, Liverpool 
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ADJUDICATIONS. 


BARRELL, NATHAN, Nayland, Suffolk, Coal 
Colchester Pet May 1 Ord May 1 
BEECH, WILLIAM ARTHUR, Fenton, Stoke on Trent Coal 
Mechant Stoke upon Trent Pet Oct 24 Ord May 2 
BELL, WILLIAM ANDERSON, Redhill, Stationer Croydon 
Pet May 1 Ord May 3 
BERREY, ANN ELIZABETH, Middlesbrough Middlesbrough 
Pet April 29 Ord April 29 
BRIGDEN, LEONARD, Langdale av, Mitcham, Corn Merchant 
* Croydon Pet Mar 17 Ord May 2 
BULLOCK, HENRY, Worcester, Cycle Agent 
Pet May 2 Ord May 2 
BUNcHICK, YEGosHEA, Fulham rd, Tailor 
Pet Feb 7 Ord May 1 
DIMMER, AUGUSTUS ROB*RT VINCENT, Witham, Essex, 
Barrister at Law Chelmsford Pet Mar 6 Ord 
April 30 | 
Emmerson, JOHN BELL, and JonN WILLIAM RICHARD 
SON, South Bank, Yorks, Mineral Water Manu- 
facturers Middlesbrough Pet May 1 Ord May 1 
FAUTIER, MAURICRe, Page st, Westminster, Mvtor 
Engineer High Court Petreb3 Ord May 1 
FRENNER, CHARLES EDWIN, Ashley pl, Westminster, Stock- 
broker High Court Pet Aprii 19 Ord May 2 
GARSIDE, JOHN GuUDGER, Linthwaite, nr Huddersfield, 
Carrier Huddersfield Pet May3 Ord May 3 


Ggg, THOMAS, Denton, Lancs, Colliery Agent Ashton un- | 
derLyne Pet May3 Ord May 3 


GRAHAM, ARTHUR, Clifton, nr Penrith, Cattle Dealer 
Carlisle Pet April16 Ord May 2 
Hiaos, JAMES, Penygraig, Glam, Greengrocer 

Pet May 2 Ord May 2 
INCHALD, CHARLES ELDERTON and HOWARD INCHBALD, 
Gresham House High Court Pet Mar 8 Ord May 2 | 


Jacoss, ABRAHAM, Drayton Park, Islington, Coal Mer- 
chant HighCourt Pet April 2 Ord May1 


KIRKHAM, GORGE WILLIAM CHAMBERS, Jan, Queen Vic- | 
toria st High Court Pet Feb 19 Ord May 2 


LAWRENCE, HAL, Abinger rd, Bedford Park, 
Brentford Pet Mar 11 Ord May 1 


MACK, JAMES FRANCIS, Brimington, Derby, Provision Mer- | 
chant Chesterfield Pet May 3 Ord May 3 | 
MERRIMAN, AUGUSTUS BOYLE CHAMBERLAYNE, St John st, 


Finsbury, Barrister at Law High Court Pet Maris 
Ord May 2 


MOLE, WALTER SYDNEY, Staplehurst, Kent, Commercial 
Traveller Maidstone Pet May 1 Ord May 1 
Moss, HENRY NATHAN, Surbiton, Surrey, Tailor 
ston, Surrey Pet April 9 Ord May 2 
RAKUSEN, SAMURL, Lea Bridge rd, 
High Court Pet April 14 
SMITH, ROBERT GRAHAM, 
Mayl Ord May! 
THOMPSON, JOuN, Castleford, Yorks, Builder 
Pet Mayl Ord May 1 
TURNHaM, Ropert CoAres, 
Agent High Court Pet Mar 2% Ord May 2 
WIFFEN, JOHN, and FREDERICK EVERETT WIPFFEN, 
Sharpleshall st, Peimrose Hill, Job Masters 
Court Pet April 2 Ord May 1 


Merchant 


Worcester 


High Court 


Pontypridi | 


Middx | 


Ord May 1 


Luton, Farmer Luton 


WILLIAMS, THOMAS, Ellesmere Port, Chester, Stonemason | 


Birkenhead Pet April 30 Ord May 3 


WITHNALL, EMMANS, and ELIZABETH PICKEN, Maiden- 
head, Berks, Outfitters Windsor Pet Mar 28 Urd 
May 3 

YATES, JOHN, Halewood, Lancs, Farmer 
April24 Ord May 3 


Liverpool Pet 





LONDON GAZETTE (published by aathority) and 
LONDON and COUNTRY ADVERTISEMENT 


OFFICE.—No. 120, CHANCERY 
STREET, LONDON. ar pane 


HS RY GREEN Advertisement Agent 

begs to direct the attention of the Legal Profession 
to the advantages of his long experience of upwards of 
fifty years in the special insertion of all pro forma notices. 
&c,, and to solicit their continued support. — N,B. 


| REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, LTD. 


| Companies (Consolidation) Act, 1908 


King- 
Wholesale Grocer 
Pet | 
Wakefield | 


Kent'sh Town rd, Estate 


High | 





Forms, Gratis, for Statutory Notices to Ureditors and 
Dissolutions of Partnership, with necessary Declaration, 
File of “London Gazetve” kopt for free reference. By 
@ppointment. 


EQUITABLE REVERSIONARY 
INTEREST SOCIETY, Limited. 

10, LANCASTER PLACE, STRAND, W.C. 

ESTABLISHED 1835, CAPITAL, £500,000. 
Reversions and Life Interests In Landed or Funded Pro- 
perty or other Securities and Annuities PURCHASED or 

LOANS granted thereon. 
Interest on Loans mav be Capitalized. 
Cc. H. CLAYTON, Joint 
F. H. CLAYTON, f Secretaries. 





ESTABLISHED 1823. 
Empowered by Special Acts of Parliament, 





| Reversions, Life Interests, and Policies bought. Advances 


on Reversions and Life Interests, either at annual interest 
or by way of deferred charge. Options for repurchase 
allowed. Law Costs on Loans regulated by Scale. | 
Paid-up Share and Debenture Capital, &764,825. 


30 Coleman St., London, E.C. 





| 
} 
| 


Telephone: 602 Holbora. 


'EDE, SON AND RAVENSCROFT | 


FOUNDED IN THE REIGN OF WILLIAM & MARY, 1689 


MAKERS. TAILORS. | 
DRESS SUITS (Special Materials). 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS, 


LEVEB SUITS IN CLOTH & VELVET. 
Wigs for Registrars, Town Clerks, & Coroners. 
CORPORATION & UNIVERSITY GOWNS. 


93 & 94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





BY AUTHORITY. 





Every requisite under the Above Act supplied on the 
shortest notice. 


| 


Che BOOKS and FORMS kept in Stock for immediate use | 


SHARE CERTIFICATES, DEBENTURES, &c., engraved and | 


printed, UFPIVIAL SEALS designed and executed 
Solicitors’ Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & CO., 


Stationers, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, £c. 
2, SERJEANTS’ INN, FLEET STREET, 
LONDON, E.C. 


Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


BRAND'S 
MEAT JUICE 
FOR INVALIDS. 


Prepared from the Finest Meat only, 
in Fiasks, price 1/4 and 2/6. 
SOLD HVERY WHERE 
BRAND & CO., Ltd., Mayfair Works, Vauxhall, S.W. 








THE LAW ASSOCIATION. 


For the Benefit of Widows and Families of Solicitors in the Metropolis and Vicinity. 
GQNSTITUTED 
Tue NINETY-SIXTH ANNUAL GENERAL CouRT will be held at the LAw Society’s HALL, 


on FRIDAY, the 30TH May, 1913, 


AGENDA, 
To receive from the Board of Directors a Report and Statenient of Accounts for the past year. 


To eleet Officers for the ensuing year. 


To consider a Motion by Mr, P. E. Marshall that Rule 14 be amended by 
for £25,000, and by adding the following words at the end 1— 


“Life Membership fees and donations of £10 and upwards shall be added to Capital 


“and invested:* 
And on General Business. 
The chair to be taken at-2 o'clock precisely, 


1817.) 


substituting £35,000 


REEVE 


CHARITIES, &o. 


ROYAL WATERLOO HOSPITAL 
CHILDREN AND WOMEN. 


Waterloo Road, S.E. (Founded 1816.) 
Patrons :—Their Majesties The KING and QUEEN 











1912 Expenditure 
Total Assured Income £1,160 
Help this good work, which has been carried on for 
nearly 100 years. 

We urgently request help from New Subscribers. 
ARTHUR H. H. FRANKLYN, Secretary 


THE NATIONAL HOSPITAL 


R 
PARALYSED and EPILEPTIC, 
QUEEN SQUARE, BLOOMSBURY, W.C. 
The largest Hospital of its kind. 
The Charity is forced at present to rely, to some 
extent, upon legacies for maintenance. 


iring to provide Annuities for 
mt —_—*, os to send for particulars 
of the DONATIONS CARRYING LIFE ANNUITIES 


D. 
THE EARL OF HARROWBY, Treasurer. 




















ST. JOHN’S HOSPITAL 


FOR DISEASES OF THE SKIN (Incorporated). 


49, LEICESTER SQUARE, W.C., 
and 262, UXBRIDGE ROAD, W. 


Patroness: HER MAJESTY THE QUEEN. 
President: THE EARL OF CHESTERFIELD, G.C.V.0. 
Treasurer: GUY PYM, Esq. 


Number of patients weekly, 800. 
This Hospital has no Endowment. 
Help is earnestly appealed for to 

carry on the work. 


A Donation of £10 10s. constitutes Life Governorship. 
Secretary-Superintendent, GEO. A. ARNAUDIN. 








S & TURNER, 
LAW BOOKSELLERS, 


| A Large Stock of SECOND-HAND REPORTS AND 


TEXT-BOOKS always on Sale. 
Libraries Valued or Purchased, 


BELL YARD, TEMPLE BAR. 
(Removed from 3, Bream's Bustdings.) 


Treatment of INEBRIETY. 


14, 





‘'DALRYMPLE HOUSE, 





RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 


For Gentlemen under the Act aad privately. 
For Terms, &c,, apply to 
F. 5. D. HOGG, M.R.C.8,, &., 
Medical Supers 


Telephone : P.O. 16, RICKMANSWORTH. 
INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LHIONSTHR, 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES, 


Medical Attendant: ROBERT SEVESTRE, M.A. 
M.D, (Camb). Princi : HENRY M., RILEY, Assoc, Soc. 
Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ Experience, Excellent 
Legal and Medicai References. For terms and particuiars 
apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 

TELEGRAPHIO ADDRESS: “MEDICAL, LEICESTER.” 


BUNTINGFORD HOUSE RETREAT. 
Buntingford, Herts. 
Licensed under the Inebriates Acts, 1879-09. 

For Gentlemen suffering from Alcohol and Drug Inebriety; 
also for Gentlemen convaiescing after illness. Ina most 
healthy part of the country ; 18 acres of unds ; about 
350 feet above sea-level. Quarter mile from Station, G.E.B. 
Two Resident Ph No Inf or Consumptive 
Cases taken. Inebriety Patients are admitted voluntarily 
only, either privately or under the Inebriates Acts. Terms 

2 gus. Telephone: P.O. yt Tele- 
Address; “ RgSIDENT, BUNTINGFOBD,” 




















— a 
Vv 
~ i 2 4 








